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l. Identifying and Describing Segments of Consumptive 
Users of Fish and Wildlife in the United States 


- Volumes I-VII correspond to U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service Regions I-VII. They consist of 
selected sections of the larger, complete report. 
Each volume consists of a national summary, 
analysis of a given Region, and a selected State 
within that region. 


2. Dynamic Aspects of the American Sport Hunting 
Population 


3. An Analysis of the Overlap in Participation of 
Consumptive and Nonconsumptive Wildlife Users 


4, Recreational Use of Public vs. Privately Owned 
Lands for Hunting 


This series of reports was prepared to supplement the data 
reported in The 1980 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and 
Wildlife-Associated Recreation. Topics for analysis were 
suggested by the International Association of Fish and Wildlife 
Agencies. The views and conclusions expressed here are the 
authors’ and not necessarily those of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 
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Recreational Use of Public vs. Privately Owned Land for Hunting 


Introduction 


The National Survey of Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife Associated Rec- 
reation conducted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is a 
unique source of data pertaining to the recreational use of natural 
resources lying within the confines of the United States. This survey has 
been conducted every five years since its initiation in 1955. In the 1980 
Survey, administered by the U.S. Bureau of the Census for the USFWS, the 
range of data collected was expanded and sampling procedures were 
improved. Information regarding administration procedures, sample repre- 
sentativeness, and data reliability has been described previously by the 
USFWS (1982). 

In this study only one aspect of the 1980 National Survey is exam- 
ined. The focus here is upon the use of publicly and privately owned land 
for recreational hunting. That is, to what extent are public and private 
land used and are there notable distinctions between the users of these 
land groups? Specific research objectives are to: 

(1) examine the degree to which public and private land is 

used for recreational hunting activities; 

(2) identify the characteristics of recreational hunters using pub- 

licly and privately owned land; 


In this study, public land refers to all land available for hunting 





and owned by federal, state or local government entities. As such, public 
land includes national forests, state and federal wildlife refuges, state 
parks and forests, an assortment of locally owned public lands as well as 


any other land owned by public entities. Private land refers to all other 
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land available for hunting, e.g., game farms, stock ponds, leased land, 
and other land used at the permission of the landowner. The extent of 
both these land groups varies throughout the United States (Table 1). 
The hunting which takes place on these lands varies in both intensity 
and diversity. In several instances this repurt will focus upon hunting 
in general, regardless of its type. But in most cases hunting will be 
subdivided into the four major categories used in the 1980 National Sur- 
vey; big game, small game, migratory birds, and other animals. Each of 
these game categories is defined as follows: 
Big game; 
deer, elk, antelope, moose, bear (brown, grizzly, and black), 
wild turkey, goat (mountain, feral), sheep (mountain, dall, 
feral), and feral pigs 
Small game; 
rabbits, hares, quail, grouse (spruce, ruffed, sharp-tailed), 
Hungarian/chukar partridge, squirrels, pheasant, and ptarmigan, 
Migratory birds; 
geese, ducks, coots, rails, gallinules, woodcock, doves, band- 
tailed pigeon, black brant, cranes, and snipe 
Other animals; 
crows, woodchuck, raccoon, fox, coyote, wolverine, lynx 
Respondents to the survey were also allowed the freedom to specify addi- 
tional animals they hunted but which had been excluded from the above cat- 
egories. 
Detailed descriptions of the technical procedures needed to derive 
table entries in this report will not be presented due to the elaborate 


system of cross-checking required to verify the correct interpretation of 
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Table 1. Acres (Thousands) of Land Available for Hunting by Ownership Category and 
State, 1981 (percentage in brackets)? 
Private Land 
State Public Land Total 
Fee Hunting Nonfee Private Hunting 
Alabama 1,161.0 -- -- -- 
(e#) (+) (--) (+) 
Alaska -- -- -< -- 
(ee) (-<) (ee) (-<-) 
Arizona 38, 406.0 144.0 10,000.0 48,550.0 
(79.1) (0.3) (20.6) (100) 
Ackansas 3,354. oo 15,000.0 18,354.G 
(18.3) (--) (81.7) (100) 
California 48,465.0 348.9 51,950.0 100,763.9 
(48.1) (.3) (51.6) (100) 
Colorado 20,480.0 800.0 15,000.0 36,280.0 
(56.4) (2.2) (41.3) (100) 
Connecticut 196.9 1.4 250.0 448.3 
(43.9) (.3) (55.8) (100) 
Delaware 43.9 110.0 600.0 753.9 
(5.8) (14.6) (79.6) (100) 
Florida 4,923.0 -- 20,000.0 24,923.0 
(19.8) (--) (80.2) (100) 
Georgia 2,190.0 13.6 34,900.0 37,103.6 
(5.9) (.0) (94.1) (100) 
Hawaii 882.0 61.0 106.5 1,049.5 
(84.0) (5.8) (10.1) (100) 
Idaho 37,961.5 1.0 12,479.0 50,441.5 
(75.3) (.0) (24.7) (100) 
Illinois 508.2 72.6 20,000.0 20,580.8 
(2.4) (.4) (97.2) (100) 
Indiana 553.4 5.5 18,000.0 18,558.9 
(3.0) (.0) ($7.0) (100) 
Iowa 700.0 -- -- -- 
(--) (+o) (<<) (eo) 
Kansas 259.0 6.0 30,000.0 30,265.0 
(.9) (.0) (99.1) (100) 
Kentucky 1,017.0 8.0 6.6 1,031.6 
(98.6) (.8) (.6) (100) 
Louisiana 1,333.2 -- 283.0 1,616.3 
(82.5) (oo) (17.5) (100) 
Maine -- 500.0 =< -- 
(eo) (eo) (oo) (eo) 
Maryland 274.3 -- 4,900.0 5,174.3 
(5.3) (<=) (94.7) (100) 
Massachusetts 290.0 1.0 oo -- 




















United States Department of the Interior 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 





ADDRESS ONLY THE DIRECTOR, 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


ICT - 4 1985 
Dear Colleague: 
The purpose of this letter is to transmit the last two of a series of 


reports entitled Analysis of the 1980 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting 
and Wildlife-Associated Recreation. The series includes the following: 








Report No. 





1. Identifying and Describing Segments of Comsumptive Users 
of Fish and Wildlife in the United States (Volumes I-VII). 


2. Dynamic Aspects of the American Sport Hunting Population 


3. An Analysis of the Overlap in Participation of Consumptive 
and Nonconsumptive Wildlife Users 


4. Recreational Use of Public vs. Privately Owned Lands for 
Hunt ing 


Enclosed are Report No. 3 and Report No. 4. Copies of Report No. 1 and 
No. 2 were sent to you in March. This report series is being distributed 
to State Fish and Wildlife Directors, conservation organizations and 
Federal resource management agencies. 


The analysis reports are our attempt to interpret results of the 1980 
National Survey of Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife-Associated Recreation for 
applications in management. Your comments and reactions on the usefulness 
of these kinds of studies in management decision-making would be 





appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
J 
Acting Director 
Enclosures 
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Table 1 (continued) 








Private Land 














State Public Laid oo pee NEE RN EN ane Total 
Fee HuaAcing Nonfee Private Hunting 
Texas 1,119..: 28,34" .6 -~6- 29,466.9 
(3.8) (100) (-0-) (100) 
Utah 37,726.0 oe -- -- 
(--) (-~) (--) (--) 
Vermont 545.0 1.0 5,373.9 5,919.9 
(9.2) 4) (90.8) (100) 
Virginia 2,157.3 502.6 690.6 3,450.5 
(62 5) (17.5) (20.0) (100) 
Washington 13,560,9 > -- -- 
(==) (+) (--) (eo) 
West Virginia 1,264.9 ~0- 11,423.8 12,688.7 
(10.9) (-0-) (90.0) (100) 
Wisconsin 11,013.2 59.5 26,000.0 37,063.7 
(29.7) {.i) (70.2) (100) 
Wyoming 34,217.7 -- 23,948.6 58,266.3 
(48.9) (--) (41.1) (100) 
a 


Source: 


Double dash (--) ‘indicates information is not available. 


Adapted from Tables b.i and D.2 in A Summary of Selected Fish and Wildlife 
Characteristics of the 5O States U.S. Dept. of Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service in cooperation with the International Association of Fish and Wildlife 


Agencies. 
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each respondent's survey response. The survey instrument used for the 

1980 National Survey was fifty-two pages long and is available from the 
USFWS. Specific procedures utilized are avaiiable from the authors of 

this report upon written request. 

The remainder of this report is organizea into four sections. The 
first section reviews literature from previous studies of recreational 
hunting, focussing upon hunting motivations, hunter characteristics, and 
participation related factors. This section concludes with an examination 
of these factors as they relate to public and private hunting land use. 

In the second section data from the 1980 National Survey is summarized 
with regards to public and private hunting land use. This summary is 
divided into five subsections; hunting expenditures, ownership and leas- 
ing costs of private hunting land, game harvesting, days hunted, and 
descriptive statistics of hunters. Regional breakdowns of much of this 
same information are provided Appendix A of the report and are briefly 
discussed in the third text section. In the final section, a summary is 
presented of findings and policy implications concerning hunters using 
public and private land for the hunting of big game, small game, migratory 


birds, and other animals. 


Recreational Hunting in the United States 
The demand for recreational hunting has been a topic of interest to 
economists and others since the early 1950's. However, the extent of this 
literature has been broadened substantially during the past two decades 
and the techniques used for demand estimation have been considerably 
refined. Gum and Martin (1975) examined the hunting demand for big game, 
small game, waterfowl, and predators using 1970 data for Arizona. In 


another study, Ziemer and Musser (1978) examined big game and small game 
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hunting demand in Georgia for the year 1971. Both of these studies used 
categories of hunting similar to those of the 1980 National Survey but 
neither focussed upon cistinctions between public and private land hunt- 
ers. 

Loomis (1982a, 1982b) exaimined a different demand related question in 
relation to the hunting of desert bighorn sheep, buffalo, and archery 
hunting of antelope in Utah. His concern was not the typical one of eco- 
nomic demand studies, i.e., economic value and the appropriate variables 
to explain value. Rather, he asked, what is the appropriate set of proce- 
dures to use for estimating demand when hunting opportunities are allo- 
cated by a probabilistic lottery system instead of an economic market 
based on market outlays? In these situations, an estimation procedure 
utilizing license applications instead of licenses issued was advocated. 

One recent study (Livengood 1983) examined private land deer hunting 
in Texas. The intent of the study, however, was not to examine differ- 
ences between public and private land hunters. Instead the design cen- 
tered upon estimating the economic value of the marginal white-tailed deer 


kill. A hedonic approach was used to estimate the implicit price of the 





kill as a component of the total lease price. This estimated price was 
then related to the socio-economic characteristics of private land lease 
hunters. The marginal white tailed deer kill on leased Texas hunting land 


was estimated at $25. 


Hunting Motivations 

In 1976 Marsh argued that trends and patterns in North American rec- 
reation could be best explained by examination of factors influencing the 
"forces of supply and demand". Among the usual factors, e.g., population, 


income, resource base, he also included the availability of leisure time 
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and attitudes. Recognition of the importance of this last factor has led 
to a substantial focus upon the motivations for hunting among social sci- 
ence researchers. 

The attitudes of Massachusetts hunters were examined by More. His 
emphasis was upon the importance of aestheti. characteristics of the hunt- 
ing environment and other factors which contributed to overall hunter sat- 
isfaction. The probability of kill itself (or harvest) was viewed more as 
a limiting factor or basic constraint upon the feasible levels of satis- 
faction which were obtainable. 

Stankey, Lucas, and Ream argued that the kill or bagging of game was 
an important component of the hunt but one which may be overemphasized. 
Substitution between hunting success (kill) and other characteristics of 
the hunt was viewed as possible. They view the hunting experience as pro- 
viding "types of satisfactions" whereas an economist would view the hunt 
as a produced experience with characteristics which yield satisfaction 
(utility). In their words 

"Success might be more accurately characterized as serving a 'cata- 

lytic’ function in that its presence or absence might influence both 

the type of additional satisfactions experienced by the hunter and 

their relative importance to him" (p. 240). 

The implication of this viewpoint is that 

"To provide the wide mix of satisfactions hunters attribute to qual- 

ity hunting, diverse management programs will be needed. Alterations 

in land management practices, variations in seasons, and the control 
of hunter numbers are examples of ways in which diversity can be 

achieved.” (p. 241). 

If this view is accepted, then there are also potential implications for 
hunting land management policies. One way to provide diversity in manage- 


ment programs is to take advantage of the multiple parcels of existing 


private land controlled by different owners. Programs could design a 
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variety of management forms, with each owner attempting to maximize his 
own self-interests by serving a specific subset of the overall hunting 
population. The likely costs and benefits of this alternative approach to 
hunting land management policies would need to be examined in relation to 
proposals to provide this diversity through a set of public sector pro- 
grams. 

In an examination of New Jersey hunters, Applegate (1973) focussed on 
the reasons for hunting abstention. Using a random population survey in 
1972 he found that 38 percent of the New Jersey population disapproved of 
hunting and another 8 percent were neuiral. This negative hunting atti- 
tude was manifest more in women, white-collar workers, and urban oriented 
individuals. The relationship with sex was accounted for however by per- 
forming further data analysis which recognized the importance of former 
association with hunting. A greater number of male respondents reported 
previous hunting experience (43 percent) than females (8 percent). When 
"the association with hunting is accounted for, the effect of sex is no 
longer significant” (p. 271). 

Most hunters in a Colorado study (Schole et al.) had hunted 10 years 
or more (90 percent). In this study, 400 one-hour, personal interviews 
were conducted of 1971 "sportsmen" license purchasers (judged to be more 
avid hunters). Younger hunters as well as those with lower incomes were 
found to be motivated by a desire to obtain food. Those hunters in the 
40-49 age bracket desired the companionship of children while hunting and 
the college educated were motivated by an environmental challenge. 

Pocomoke State Forest hunters in Maryland, an atypically urban ori- 
ented group, were found to be little motivated by success (Kennedy). The 


success rate for these hunters was 3 percent. Despite this low probabil- 
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ity of kili, only 14 percent of the hunters surveyed by mail said they had 
a poor experience. Amazingly, 62 percent said their hunting experience 
had been excellent. When asked about their reasons for hunting, 79 per- 
cent of the respondents did not rank "kill" in the top two reasons. 

These studies all indicate that, although hunters do care about bag- 
ging an animal, factors other than the kill are important to the overall 
Satisfaction provided by hunting experiences. It seems likely that the 
availability of game and, thereby, the probability of kill, serves asa 
critical or limiting factor for the production of a satisfying hunting 
experience. That is, a reasonably high probability of kill is a necessary 
factor, but not the only factor, for producing a satisfying hunting 


experience. 


Hunter Characteristics , 

One of the early studies of hunting participants was conducted in 
1960. Using a mail survey of Ohio hunters, Peterle obtained a sample size 
of 3,616 hunters representing a 60 percent response rate. He had observed 
from secondary data that the Ohio population of hunters had declined from 
10 percent to 7 percent of all residents between 1950 and 1959. Yet, 
until his study, little was known about who these hunters were. The mean 
age of license purchasers was 37 years and 70 percent were younger than 42 
years. Male purchasers composed 99 percent of the sample, 77 percent of 
purchasers were married and 61 percent had a family. A rural background 
was evident among purchasers; 40 percent were born on a farm and 33 per- 
cent were raised on a farm between the ages of 7 and 20. An outdoor envi- 
ronment orientation was also indicated by the fact that 72 percent read at 
least one outdoor magazine and 40 percent read three or more. Surpris- 


ingly, most hunting groups appeared to be quite stable over time; 85 per- 
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cent indicated that they hunted with the same companions from year to 
year. Consistent with many other subsequent studies of hunters, 90 per- 
cent of the hunters first started hunting before their 18th birthday. 
Hunters in this same survey also appeared to derive satisfaction from fac- 
tors other than bagging game; 50 percent stated they would have been sat- 
isfied with a hunting experience without the kill. 

The study of Colorado hunters cited above (Schole et a/./ also looked 
at hunter characteristics. Similar to Peterle's findings, 90 percent of 
these hunters had initiated hunting by age 15 and 98 percent by age 25. 
These hunters also indicated a rural background (52 percent raised in 
rural areas). When questioned further, 58 percent and 90 percent believed 
they were "confirmed hunters" by the ages of 15 and 25, respectively. 
Schole et a/. stated that early success at bagging game appeared to be 
linked to the development of a sustained interest in hunting. This latter 
factor could likely be related to work on desertion from the hunter popu- 
lation in other studies, e.g., Applegate (1977). One other finding which 
is notable is that, although other studies argue that a combination of 
factors other than kill appear to be at least as important, these Colorado 
hunters indicated successful hunting was the most satisfying type of hunt- 
ing experience. 

In Kennedy's study of the Pocomake State Forest (1973), the median 
age at which hunters were initiated was 21 years. Also, 56 percent of his 
respodents were raised in urban areas. This draws attention to a point he 
made; the sample of iunters studied was more urban oriented than in many 
other hunting studies. It appears that initiation age may be higher for 
hunters raised in urban settings and that urban-orientation may explain, 


in part, the more predominant lack of importance assigned to game kill 
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among this population of hunters. Motivation for hunting may stem more 
from a desire to escape the urban environment than the achievement of a 
successful hunt. 

Between March 1973 and May 1974, Applegate (1977) conducted a tele- 
phone survey of the New Jersey Population. He: found that, of 4,859 
respondents, 20 percent (982 respondents) of the sample had hunted at some 
time during their life. Similar to other studies, 78 percent had been 
initiated to hunting prior to their 20th birthday and 90 percent before 
age 25. In this study, the primary objective was to examine factors 
related to desertion from the hunting population. He found hunting deser- 
tion (quitting) to vary directly with the respondent's age and the age at 
which the respondent started hunting and to vary indirectly with the age 
at which hunting companions started hunting and the respondent's income. 
Male hunters and blue-collar workers were also less likely to desert the 
hunting population. Further, the hunting population in New Jersey is dom- 


inated by younger members of the overall population. 


Hunting Participation 

Participation rates in hunting have been on the decline at least 
since the early 1950's according to previous national surveys of hunting 
and fishing (USFWS) and several other studies of selected hunting popula- 
tions (Marsh; Peterle 1961, 1967; Hendee 1969). Yet, there are other 
researchers arguing that hunting pressure is increasing over time (Berry- 
man, Horvath; Attebury, Kroll, and Legg). One is led to suspect that this 
mix of evidence results from the distinction between rates of participa- 
tion and actual numbers of participants. Although participation rates may 


decline, actual numbers of participants may increase as a result of popu- 


lation growth. Hunting pressure may also increase as a result of habitat 
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loss in addition to changes in actual participant numbers. Regardless of 
the diversity in viewpoints regarding participation trends, to examine the 
use of public and private land for hunting activities, it is first neces- 
sary to focus upon the factors which influence the participation decision. 

In 1973 Cicchetti, Fisher and Smith argued that the level of partici- 
pation in recreational activities is dependent upon (1) the characteris- 
tics of the recreational site, (2) the characteristics of alternative rec- 
reation sites, and (3) the socio-economic characteristics of the 
individual recreationists. These socio-economic factors are the demand 
side determinants of participation which vary among individuals engaging 
in hunting activities. 

As already indicated above, surveys of hunters usually find a predom- 
inance of younger aged participants. In addition to the studies already 
cited, in surveys of Massachusetts hunters (Sendak and Bond) and Maine 
hunters (Lobdell) many hunters were also in younger age brackets. It may 
be that these findings are attibuted to changing interests, physical abil- 
ities, and competition for leisure time as one grows older. 

Although hunters are sometimes argued to be of average educational 
levels it has been found that time spent hunting and success are posi- 
tively related to education (Klessig; Peterle 1961; Nobe and Gilbert). 

The evidence regarding income levels, however, is even more Mixed. Par- 
ticipation appears to be lower for both high (Kirkpatrick) and low (Pet- 
erle 1961) income levels when compared with middle income ranges in some 
empirical studies. For others, no clear relationship between participa- 
tion ome is found (Sendak and Bond; Lobdell). 

study by Miller and Hay participation rates for duck hunting 


were examined. This study used data from the 1975 National Survey (USFWS) 
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and found participation to decline as acres of habitat decreased and to 
increase with greater numbers of game bagged. 

Evidence regarding participation as related to place of residence and 
childhood participation however appears to be much clearer. As described 
in the section on hunter characteristics above and in other studies (Mad- 
dock et a/ ; Palmer; Folkman; Klessig; Davis), participation appears to be 
higher for residents of lower population places. This same relationship 
has been found for the population of the place where an individual was 
raised during childhood. Other literature, some cited above, has found 
that the younger one is when hunting is started, the more likely it is 
that hunting will be continued (Peterle 1967; Sendak and Bond; Lobdell). 

Further evidence regarding factors related to participation will be 
discussed in the second section which addresses national hunting partici- 
pation. This discussion will be framed within the context of the data 


examined in this study. 


Public and Private Land Hunting 
As early as 1957, Jack Berryman of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser- 
vice, argued that the demand for hunting was growing faster than the pub- 
lic land available for producing and harvesting wildlife. He wrote that 
"one of the administrator's toughest problems is to provide an increasing 
number of hunters a place to pursue their sport." (p. 319). Then he went 
on to say; 
"Generally speaking, most game, but particularly upland game and wat- 
erfowl, must be produced and harvested on private land... It is obvi- 
ous that the solution to public-hunting problems must be found on 
private lands.” (p. 319) 
and argued that 


",.. the solution to the problem of maintaining production habitat 
and harvest opportunities on a major portion of the nation's land 
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lies in developing a system of payment to the landowner, and that 

such payment will guarantee the maintenance of both adequate habitat 

and harvest opportunity. It is proposed that the responsibility for 

developing such a system rests with the wildlife agencies" (p. 320). 
Yet since this call for more attention to the private land option for pro- 
viding hunting opportunities, research and policy response to this option 
seems to be scattered and rather haphazard. 

In his 1961 study, Peterle noted that 54 percent of his sample of 
Ohio hunters used some public land while a greater portion (78 percent) 
used at least some private land. Subsequently, Ratti and Workman examined 
fee hunting shooting preserves in Utah. Respondents to their survey of 
1971-72 hunters were bird hunters, primarily pheasant. They noted "a sig- 
nificant difference between hunters using and not using preserves" (p. 
22). Preserve users were more educated, had higher incomes, were more 
urban oriented, and were more likely to be employed as proprietors and 
professionals. Similar results were found in a study of Michigan shooting 
preserve users by Green (1970). 

Ratti and Workman also examined reasons for hunter choice of private 
shooting preserves rather than other hunting areas. Shooting preserves 
tended to be perceived as less crowded and having higher success rates. 

In addition, shooting preserves in Utah were allowed to offer hunting 
opportunities outside of the regular state hunting seasons on other hunt- 
ing land. A fourth reason cited was lack of publicly owned hunting areas. 
Those hunters not using shooting preserves were also characterized by a 
lack of information concerning preserves; 40 percent did not know the 
location of shooting preserves and 52 percent were unfamiliar with their 
methods of operation. 


Another form of private land hunting diversity was examined by Atte- 


bury, Kroll, and Legg who focussed upon exotic game ranching. In a mail 
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survey of 190 listed exotic game ranches, 113 responses (60 percent) were 
returned. Only 31 (27 percent) of these exotic game ranches offered pri- 
vate land hunting on a commercial basis. The sample was dominated py 21 
ranches (68 percent) located in Texas. These commercial hunting ranches 
were clearly more oriented toward meeting th. demands of higher income 
clientelle. Facilities and services provided by these rarches included: 
lodging (71 percent); vehicles (58 percent); blinds and other hunting 
facilities (48 percent); and even weapons for the hunt (35 percent). In 
most instances trophy fees were only payable upon the successful conclu- 
Sion (kill) of the hunt. 

The previously cited study by Livengood used Texas lease hunting to 
derive the value of the marginal white-tailed deer kill on private lease 
land. However, the literature on hunting motivations discussed above 
draws attention to factors other than kill which enhance the satisfaction 
or value of hunting experiences. Using More's contention that factors 
other than kill contribute to satisfaction, one could develop an argument 
in the context of public vs. private land hunting. It is feasible that 
the public and private hunting land options contain differential factors 
affecting the hunter's ability to derive satisfaction from the hunt. For 
instance, the aesthetic characteristics of the hunting area could be a 
Significant determinant of satisfaction given some basic level of game 
abailability. In fact, these characteristics could actually have a poten- 
tially large influence upon hunting area choice once game availability has 
been accounted for. Or, as Stankey, Lucas, and Ream argued, there may be 
Substitution between success (kill) and other characteristics of the hunt- 
ing experience which determine satisfaction. 


The above argument is supportive of Applegate's finding (1977) that 
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the hunting population is composed of diverse groups of individuals. He 
notes in his concluding section that it is indeed misleading to refer to 
hunters as a general category characterized by the same hunting motiva- 
tions. It is quite likely that substantial differences exist among hunt- 
ers, e@.g., young teenage hunters will likely seek their sport wherever 
available but older and more affluent hunters may be more prone to use 
private land, guides, etc. 

Horvath argues that the laryest remaining opportunity for influencing 
the provision of wildlife recreation is on privately owned land. He notes 
that 75 percent of all wildlife is raised on agriculturally-oriented farm- 
land. Constraints to further development of private land hunting opportu- 
nities are varied. These constraints include high farm product prices, 
herbicides, larger farm sizes, large scale farm implements, lack of tech- 
nical assistance, landowner liability for injury to hunters, and the evo- 
lution of public sector policy towards fee-simple purchase of land for 
hunting rather than other forms of hunting land access provision. Horvath 
notes a need for additional research directed towards ways to provide pri- 
vate land hunting opportunites. 

In Horvath's words, 

“We ought to recognize this last huge expanse of acreage for what it 

is... our last opportunity to work with a limited number of people 

who have title to it. They, if approached in the right manner, will 
be responsible citizens who will be willing to provide wildlife habi- 
tat and develop the recreational facilities required for present-day 

society" (p. 509). 

His intent was to call for more attention to the private land options for 
providing hunting opportunities. Provision of hunting opportunities 
solely through the private sector is unlikely to be any more feasible than 


provision totally through the public sector. The question needing further 


attention is: what is the appropriate mix of these two provision alterna- 
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tives? 

In the subsequent two sections of this report a descriptive analysis 
of the current use of public and private land for hunting is presented. 
This type of basic information is a necessary first step, i.e., identifi- 
cation of where hunting takes place, which must come prior to policy for- 


mulation regarding public and private land hunting. 


National Use of Pubiic and Private Land for Hunting 

The recreational activities in which a typical household engages take 
place at many different locations, e.g., swimming, camping, fishing, hunt- 
ing. In part, this is a matter of household preference, but it is also 
related to the availability (supply) of natural resources (both natural 
and man-made) suitable for these activities. Hunting is an activity which 
takes place in outdoor, nonurban areas. These areas may be publicly owned 
(e.g., Federal and state lands) or privately owned (e.g., private forests, 
cropland, and game farms). In the remainder of this report these two 
types of land ownership, public and private, will be the central focus of 
attention. 

Use of land for hunting is examined by distinguishing between hunters 
who used only private or public land and those who used both public and 
private land. In the series of tables used in this report, the “private 
land" category refers to land which was used by hunters and required some 
form of payment for use (Table 2). Types of payment included a share of 
land ownership costs ("Own" column), a share of private land leasing costs 
("Lease" column), a share of both owning and leasing costs ("Lease/Own" 
column), or payment of a private land access fee ("Access fee" column). 

In these tables the use of public land exclusively is distinguished from 


exclusive use of private land ("public” column). Those hunters using both 
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Table 2. Mean expenditures of resident game hunters by type of hunting and land ownership, nation® 
Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Humber of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total” Public 
Big Game: 
Total variable 98.34 266.24 220.77 366.51 170.03 169.57 288.30 88.46 
cost 98443843 110554740 24965469 79668557 282230978 753231171 259076526 389459558 1683998233 
1001089 415239 113085 217371 1659890 4442078 898643 4402764 11403374 
Cost of food, 80.39 217.00 190.30 267.43 136.96 143.64 234.78 71.59 
lodging and 81619671 92083583 22200471 59943790 231881551 654215188 215659771 321695326 1423451835 
transport 1015255 424355 116663 224146 1693099 4554608 918555 4493376 11659638 
Cost of fees 1.57 16.94 7.84 71.39 11.27 3.14 20.52 2.53 
and 2 1607752 7201626 914332 15722319 19130943 14332675 18779096 11371210 63613924 
equipment 1022645 425106 116635 220241 1697308 4569018 915212 4499397 11680935 
Small Game: 
Total variable 60.93 96.74 179.58 269.23 83.62 114.67 140.13 71.72 
cost 79974046 37257337 24812001 27288598 160646801 385706384 80067145 432846060 1059266390 
1312461 385132 138166 101358 1921110 3357903 571385 6035014 11885412 
Cost of food, 45.68 92.55 145.31 171.43 66.46 90.72 109.24 56.79 
lodging and 61207560 36675083 20312364 18709426 130862346 310264903 63215863 349231296 853574408 
transport 1339857 396279 139784 109138 1969052 3420142 578694 6149971 12117859 
Cost of fees 0.41 0.75 10.16 49.32 2.87 1.01 7.45 2.27 
and e 559157 292941 1431603 5534832 5684695 3494337 4339226 14027174 27545432 
equipment 1355126 391526 140871 112233 1981796 3448857 582753 6167700 12181105 
Migratory Bird: 
Total variable 74.92 136.59 175.25 205.77 112.99 100.48 146.79 65.59 
cost 34800985 36532659 13980064 23704232 101643314 133573013 40134877 168460519 443811723 
464517 267468 79773 115196 899565 1329328 273590 2568487 5070971 
Cost of food, 53.27 110.35 111.20 115.07 82.01 78.63 110.73 49.71 
lodging and 25073315 30719376 9484349 13637287 75898823 106195054 30688249 130498647 343280773 
transport 470671 278392 85287 118510 925471 1350614 277144 2625115 5178345 
Cost of fees 1.42 11.47 6.80 54.22 8.05 2.95 5.89 1.26 
and e 673349 3186255 575765 6309627 7442854 4054560 1672590 3325044 16495048 
equipment 474723 277889 84628 116379 925047 1372252 283805 2642586 5223690 
Other Animals: 
Total variable 36.49 82.33 45.85 204 .64 49.57 69.01 125.07 46.90 
cost 14231287 7251422 2429402 3184255 27096366 30310465 10691492 68022374 136120698 
390003 88078 52988 15560 546629 439240 85484 1450405 2521758 
Cost of food, 31.48 78.92 43.18 180.66 44.42 66.03 112.13 40.83 
lodging and 12390171 6951210 2287869 2811033 24440283 29243490 9650307 60084108 123418189 
transport 393544 88078 52988 15560 550169 442857 86065 1471626 2550718 
Cost of fees 0.01 0.24 0.00 21.12 0.65 0.04 7.11 0.77 
and e 4109 21215 0 341916 365346 20542 607687 1133998 2127574 
equipment 403869 88078 55796 16191 563302 465207 85484 1476735 2590728 





peoldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 


because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 


Access fees are included in this category of costs. 
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public and private land are also considered as an exclusive group 
("private and public” column). The remaining hunters did not use public 
land and also did not incur any costs for use of private land. These 
hunters used private land for hunting which was most likely owned by fan- 
ily members or other owners who allowed huntir.g access free of any form of 
user charges ("other” column). As will be seen later in the regional 
breakdowns, these hunters often comprise a significant proportion of the 
total hunting population. 

In this section differences between the users of various hunting land 
types will be examined for the nation. Five different facets of hunting 
land use will be presented for each of the hunting land categories 
described above. This descriptive data is organized according to (1) 
expenditures for hunting, (2) land leasing and ownership costs, (3) game 
harvested, (4) days hunted, and (5) socioeconomic characteristics of hunt- 


ers. 


Expenditures for Hunting 
In Tables 2 the variable expenditures of hunters for big game, small 
game, migratory birds, and other animals are displayed. Variable expendi- 
tures are defined as: 
a) food, lodging and transport costs (page 17, USFWS questionnaire) 
b) guide fees, pack trip or package fees, public land use or access 
fees, private land use or access fees (excluding leases), and 
equipment rental (page 19, USFWS questionnaire) 
c) license fees, special fees or special licenses (page 47, USFWS 
questionaire) 
ad) cost of ammunition, cost of hand loading equipment and compo- 


nents, e.g., powder, shot, etc. (page 25, USFWS questionnaire) 
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National hunters (Table 2) who used solely public land for hunting 
(4,569,018) comprised 39 percent of all big game hunters (11,680,935). 
Those hunters paying fees to hunt big game only on private land 
(1,697,308) represented 15 percent of all hunters. When combined with 
private land hunters who did not incur land use fees (38 percent), it is 
seen that hunters solely using private land for big game hunting repre- 
sented 53 percent of all big game hunters. The remaining 8 percent of 
hunters used both public and private land for big game hunting. Examina- 
tion of those hunters incurring costs for private land big game hunting 
reveals that 9 percent, 4 percent, 1 percent, and 2 percent own hunting 
land, lease, lease and own, or pay access fees, respectively (as percent- 
ages of total big game hunting). Thus, although 15 percent of big game 
hunters incur costs for private land hunting use, only 5 percent actually 
incur hunting land leasing costs. Most of these private land costs are 
attributable to mortgage payments on private land which is used in part 
for hunting although possibly for other primary purposes. 

When these same percentages are calculated for small game, migratory 
birds and other animal hunting, the use of private land for which use 
expenditures are incurred is similar (16 percent, 18 percent, and 22 per- 
cent, respectively). However, the use of solely public land declines from 
39 percent to 28 percent, 26 percent and 18 percent for small game, migra- 
tory birds and other animals, respectively. These changes are almost 
totally offset by increases in the use of private land owned by family and 
others ("“other" category). 

Mean variable expenditures for hunting were largest for big game 
hunting at $170 for private (with use payment) and public land. Food, 


lodging, and transport costs composed 80-85 percent of this total. Small 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 








23 


game and migratory bird hunters incurred lower variable expenditures 
(approximately $60 lower for the private and public categories), with 
other animal hunters experiencing the lowest variable costs. In all 
cases, the users of private land owned by friends, relatives, and other 


individuals ("other" category) experienced th. lowest variable costs. 


Leasing and Owning Land Costs 

The estimated national cost of leasing and owning land for the pri- 
mary purpose of hunting and fishing (by hunters) was $424 million (Table 
3). Hunters reporting the primary purpose of their leased or owned land 
numbered just under 2 million. Of these hunters, 44 percent stated that 
they leased or owned land for the primary purpose of hunting and fishing. 
Comparison among these purposes indicates that those hunters owning or 
leasing land primarily for other purposes incurred greater mean costs in 
1980. Meanwhile, those hunters owning land for hunting incurred greater 
1980 costs than those leasing or leasing and Owning land. Although hunt- 
ers uSing both public and private land had greater expenditures than lease 
and lease/own groups this is not unexpected because this group includes 
hunters who both owned and leased private land. The mean expenditures of 
hunters for leasing private land were $254 in 1980. 

An examination of private land leasing and ownership costs by type of 
hunting reveals that big game hunters clearly outnumber small game and 
migratory bird hunters (approximately 2 to 1) as well as other animal 
hunters (approximately 9 to 1). Interestingly, leasing costs for migra- 
tory bird hunting ($605) are 1.5 times larger than small aqame ($448) and 6 
times larger than big game hunting ($108). Unpublished data from a survey 
of Texas hunters (Pope, Adams, and Thomas) also found migratory bird hunt- 


ers to incur larger leasing expenditures. 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 




















Table 3. Mean annual cost of leasing or owning land, by primary purpose of lease and land ownership, nation? 
Mean Private Private 
Category sum and Total 
en Number of hunters oon aan Lease/Own Public 
--4 
oc? Primary Purpose: 
= ee 
= Hunting and Fishing? 1155.00 253.79 184.61 515.33 
“7 157564037 81736564 13365546 171507860 424174008 
= 136419 322068 72398 332814 863698 
— Big game 1270.02 108.15 164.21 581.74 
me 143597345 29165902 8986207 144850163 326599616 
- 113067 269688 54724 248994 686472 
Small game 1804.62 448.16 111.60 517.42 
121666595 61721464 3017246 74681662 261086966 
67420 137722 27036 144335 376512 
Migratory birds 619.87 605.33 167.13 304.73 
16247692 59489062 4873239 29169513 109779506 
26212 98276 29158 95723 249369 
Other animals 5353.71 82.32 98.70 675.84 
77261536 2203225 698448 15468709 95631919 
14431 26765 7005 22888 71090 
Other 2638.98 1459.13 3241.71 3475.90 
1622653981 171876462 135352307 1113759406 3043642157 
614880 117794 41753 320423 1094850 
Type of Expense: 
Some costs as 5625.66 6085.65 7245.21 7933.19 
business expense 981711711 181219307 127029894 744819720 2034780631 
174506 29778 17533 93887 315704 
None of the costs 1381.90 176.14 224.47 1021.55 
as business expense 787054483 72471524 21687959 571678722 1452892689 
569543 411442 96618 559619 1637222 





SBoldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


Columns can not be summed accross all game categories because some land was leased or owned for multiple types of hunting. 
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In Table 3 leasing and ownership costs are also considered in 
relation to their being viewed as a business expense. Those hunters who 
treated some of private land costs as a business expense (315,704) com- 
prised 16 percent of the sample respondents to this series of questions. 
Yet, their total private land expenditures (approximately $2 billion) were 
1.4 times larger than those of the other 84 percent of private land hunt- 


ers who incurred land uSe costs. 


Game Harvested 

Information on mean game bagged is presented for the nation in Tables 
4-7. The most harvested species in order of game bagged were deer (11.3 
mil.), rabbits and hares (7.5 mil.), squirrels (6.3 mil.), pheasants (4.2 
mil.), Quail (3.6 mil.), doves (3.0 mil.), ducks (2.7 mil.), grouse (2.3 
mil.), wild turkey (1.5 mil.) geese (1.4 mil.), and raccoon (1.2 mil.). 
For the nation, private land lease and lease/own hunters had higher mean 
game bagged for deer on an annual basis but not on a per day basis. Of 
all big game, private land turkey hunters appear to be slightly more suc- 
cessful on a per day basis. For small game, quail and squirrel hunters 
were more successful on a per day basis on private land. Partridge hunt- 
ers were less successful on private land but the sample size was small. 
Private land migratory bird hunters bagged more animals per day for every 
species considered than those hunters using only public land. While mig- 
ratory bird hunters pay high private land lease costs they also have 


larger per day harvest rates than other hunters. 


Days Hunted 
National hunters spent an average of 19 days annually using private 


land leased or owned for hunting, roughly similar to those who solely used 
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Table 4. Mean game bagged per year and per day hunted for resident big gaine hunters, by land ownership, nation® 











Mean Private Private 
Mean per day Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 

Deer 0.46 0.82 0.83 0.56 0.57 0.33 0.58 0.34 
0.09 0.08 0.07 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.06 0.09 

1005003 420830 110442 215925 1664881 4375798 913191 4396016 11349886 
Elk 0.22 0.03 0.00 0.57 0.21 0.20 0.25 0.16 
0.04 0.03 0.00 0.11 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.05 

13467 6957 133 3387 23944 565638 91022 74949 755553 
Antelope 0.84 1.00 1.00 1.05 0.94 0.78 0.77 2.75 
0.33 1.00 0.43 0.51 0.44 0.47 0.43 0.37 

2400 183 617 1883 4657 80395 18416 15597 119065 
Moose 1.00 --- --- 0.47 0.66 0.52 2.51 0.56 
0.23 --- --- 0.16 0.18 0.10 0.18 0.16 

790 --- --- 1356 2146 7633 345 5070 15194 
Bear 0.01 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.06 0.14 0.04 
0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 

25687 7028 1238 4695 36170 299251 80185 133104 548709 
Wild Turkey 0.52 0.58 0.51 0.37 0.51 0.24 0.46 0.46 
0.10 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.05 0.08 0.19 

150095 67199 23577 53972 273123 582166 200723 399809 1455822 
Mountain Goat --- --- --- --- --- 0.20 --- 1.00 
--- --- --- --- --- 0.06 ane 0.14 

--- --- --- --- --- 2659 elie 226 2885 
Mountain Sheep --- --- --- --- --- 0.38 1.00 0.00 
--- --- --- --- --- 0.11 0.09 0.00 

--- --- --- --- --- 2524 1128 471 4123 
Other 0.77 0.57 --- 0.39 0.52 1.23 2.72 3.87 
0.10 0.09 --- 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.75 2.50 

11062 14509 --- 26107 37996 108532 33386 77758 257672 





SBoldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 
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This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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Table 5. Mean game bagged per year and per day hunted for resident smal! game hunters, by land ownership, nation? 














Mean Private Private 
Mean per day Public and Other Total 
Mumber of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total” Public 
Rabbits, hares 2.04 2.48 2.83 4.23 2.27 2.60 3.22 2.27 
0.41 0.59 0.52 0.64 0.46 0.41 0.46 0.45 
776152 189859 75671 55898 1086325 2233648 392280 3802307 7514560 
Quail 3.62 7.15 8.53 6.53 5.13 3.94 4.45 3.65 
0.80 0.96 1.43 1.98 0.98 0.66 0.85 0.88 
424152 182408 68871 54318 719829 1020249 188389 1696639 3625105 
Grouse 1.858 1.70 1.10 0.87 1.53 1.20 1.34 0.83 
0.25 0.51 0.25 0.49 0.28 0.28 0.26 0.19 
223935 17497 6319 14041 257930 970718 191205 841443 2261295 
Hungarian/chukar 1.69 1.70 1.14 2.86 1.75 1.86 2.65 1.50 
partridge 0.24 0.18 0.12 0.60 0.26 0.54 0.95 0.40 
50276 4203 5289 6763 64115 304029 37712 244655 650510 
Squirrels 2.54 4.58 3.19 2.70 3.00 3.28 3.13 2.68 
0.64 1.24 0.78 0.52 0.77 0.50 0.58 0.53 
702688 216983 74389 35707 1022868 1672986 304645 3299238 6299737 
Pheasants 1.25 1.51 2.10 3.69 1.42 1.43 1.81 1.00 
0.28 0.24 0.47 0.82 0.33 0.26 0.39 0.30 
395883 66613 33597 61717 549172 1498298 240084 1893972 4181525 





®Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 
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This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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Table 6. Mean game bagged per year and day hunted for resident migratory bird hunters, by land ownership, nation® 
Mean Private Private 
Mean per day Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total” Public 
Geese 1.00 1.55 2.23 1.15 1.28 0.69 1.08 0.89 
0.43 0.55 0.38 0.34 0.45 0.15 0.19 0.25 
112842 66858 17027 40970 225525 555153 134140 460174 1374992 
Ducks 2.47 3.77 4.81 2.65 3.14 2.70 3.50 2.69 
0.59 0.73 1.03 0.49 0.67 0.53 0.60 0.66 
238150 130117 44766 56952 456877 925446 207974 1111836 2702133 
Coots, rails, 1.80 §.58 --- 0.80 2.87 1.89 3.09 4.03 
gallinules 0.27 3.58 --- 0.40 1.24 0.36 0.76 1.09 
5715 2435 --- 232 8382 58342 19055 46526 132306 
Woodcock 0.82 1.41 3.78 6.19 1.38 1.89 1.50 1.42 
0.16 0.39 0.51 0.43 0.24 0.56 0.46 0.38 
46097 14921 4231 2790 66700 158304 55735 198834 479573 
Doves 6.28 10.82 8.96 8.45 8.27 6.97 9.93 6.21 
1.97 2.59 2.04 2.64 2.24 1.69 2.46 1.99 
288500 204861 78330 65948 620255 596963 101912 1686779 3005910 
Band tailed pigeon 0.00 4.00 --- 4.00 1.05 1.80 0.00 5.98 
0.00 2.00 oom 2.00 0.52 0.52 0.00 1.45 
1745 621 --- 621 2366 53903 3038 23487 82793 
Other 0.00 12.00 --- 1.00 4.91 2.62 3.48 3.17 
0.00 6.00 --- 0.33 2.40 1.01 0.90 0.92 
1329 1731 --- 1464 4524 32921 4228 25732 67405 





“Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


b 


This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 


because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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Table 7. Mean game bagged per year and per day hunted for resident other animal hunters, by land ownership, nation® 
Mean Private Private 
Mean per day Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Crows 1.52 4.41 8.94 2.32 2.60 7.70 4.60 3.55 
0.47 1.35 4.30 0.31 0.90 5.34 0.91 1.13 
85478 17482 9881 7930 120772 83104 20985 252989 477850 
Woodchuck 2.69 3.03 1.81 2.19 2.67 4.27 3.30 2.42 
0.34 0.70 1.29 0.26 0.39 0.58 0.88 0.42 
141805 15528 4097 10375 171805 89820 28071 407431 697127 
Raccoon 1.06 3.06 2.33 0.99 1.54 1.31 3.13 1.79 
0.20 0.42 0.30 0.18 0.25 0.24 0.34 0.28 
166616 42587 27990 13460 250653 161242 43128 638975 1093999 
Fox 0.37 0.20 0.66 0.09 0.35 0.26 0.59 0.37 
0.14 0.06 0.15 0.00 0.12 0.06 0.20 0.08 
92263 15894 10128 7014 124667 98524 18549 288712 530452 
Coyote 0.41 0.62 1.43 1.69 0.64 0.58 0.77 0.92 
0.08 0.17 0.32 0.85 0.16 0.09 0.24 0.17 
71446 16183 16251 3525 107405 192663 25012 322336 647416 
Other 6.85 8.59 3.09 1.35 5.74 10.21 1.54 7.60 
1.43 3.47 0.29 0.82 1.30 1.62 0.25 2.19 
51147 7914 21613 5072 85745 65161 7621 146313 304840 





*Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 
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This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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public land (Table 8). Private land users (nonpayment) of land owned by 
other individuals ("other” category) hunted about 4 days less per year 
while those using both public and private (payment) land hunted approxi- 
mately 5 days more per year. Private land owners and lessees, who hunted, 
also fished slightly fewer days (21) per year than the other land owner- 
ship groups (21 to 30 days). 

When public land is used for hunting, an average of 9, 10, 8, and 14 
days respectively are hunted for big game, small game, migratory birds, 
and other animals, respectively (Table 9). Most national public land 
hunting occurs on federally and locally owned land (roughly 55-60 percent 
of mean days hunted) with state owned land being used less frequently 


(approximately 30 percent). 


Socio-Economic Characteristics of Hunters 

Roughly 48 percent of the national hunters surveyed had incomes under 
$20,000 (Table 10). As one moves to examine higher income categories, the 
number of hunters decreases for all types of land ownership. The number 
of hunters paying ownership or leasing costs to use private land was less 
than 20 percent of all hunters in each income category above $20,000. For 
both private and public land categories, 45 percent of all hunters using 
that land type had incomes under $20,000 while for the users of other non- 
payment private land ("other” category) 53 percent had incomes less than 
$20,000. In general, clear income relationships to land use are not 
Striking. Only 8.2 percent of all hunters had incomes above $40,000 dol- 
lars in 1980 (last column) which is consistent with some previous litera- 
ture which found that hunters are predominently from middle income groups 
(Kirkpatrick; Peterle 1967). Examination of the row percentages does 


reveal a shift of hunters towards private land use and away from public 
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Table 8. 


Mean days of hunting and fishing for resident hunters by land ownership, nation 





Mean Private 








Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of persons Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total® Public 
Days hunted 17.51 23.98 16.67 23.95 18.84 17.93 23.71 14.19 
22913252 10976112 2250080 6960308 39489711 106509381 29776196 86715569 
1308694 457655 135010 290631 2096625 5938656 1255643 6111703 15402028 
Days fished? 19.74 21.03 22 50 29.66 21.03 29.59 27.70 25.68 
19486065 7348478 2453°37 6346055 33531970 147956602 28597898 132294152 
987335 349363 102281 213934 1594699 4999539 1032256 5151737 12778232 





*This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 


Ponly hunters who also fished are included in this category. 
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Table 9. Weighted days hunted on public land for resident hunters, by land type and game category, nation 








Mean 





Big Small Migratory Other a 
Category sum Total 
Rumbas af hunters Game Game Birds Animals 
Federal land, e.g., 3.30 2.38 1.71 3.75 
national forests, 15742952 8275200 2335948 1651214 28005313 
wildlife refuges 4767334 3472855 1368813 440139 
State wildlife 1.85 1.88 1.93 2.31 
Management areas 7371303 6545886 2638324 1015322 17570834 
or refuges 4767334 3472855 1368813 440139 
Other state owned 1.36 1.52 0.83 1.01 
areas, e.g., parks 6479843 5283263 1139493 445030 13347629 
and forests 4767334 3472855 1368813 440139 
Locally owned 1.74 3.24 2.42 5.23 
areas 8312553 11243328 3319052 2302780 25177714 
#167334 3472855 1368813 440139 
Uncertain types 0.61 0.90 0.76 1.68 
of public land 2922110 3129039 1041153 739838 7832140 
4767334 3472855 1368813 440139 
Total 8.56 9.92 7.65 13.98 
40828761 34476717 10473970 6154184 
4767334 3472855 1368813 440139 





®Totals for rows and columns will not be equal because some hunters hunt several species of game. 
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Table 10. Income of hunters by land ownership, national sample 














Frequency Private Private 
Column Percent Public and Other Total 
Row Percent Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total® Public 
Under $20,000 534 105 45 87 747 2686 422 2807 6662 
45.5 45.4 39.3 53.1 47.9 
11.2 40.3 6.3 42.1 100 
$20,000 and over? 592 175 54 113 895 3231 652 2480 7258 
54.5 54.6 60.7 46.9 52.1 
12.3 44.5 9.0 34.2 100 
$20,000 to $25,000 191 56 16 38 286 1168 185 897 2536 
17.4 19.7 17.3 17.0 18.2 
11.3 46.1 7.3 35.4 100 
$25,000 to $30,000 134 34 7 21 189 818 184 663 1854 
11.5 13.8 17.1 12.5 13.3 
10.2 44.1 9.9 35.8 100 
$30,000 to $40,000 104 36 12 20 166 688 129 454 1437 
10.1 11.6 12.0 8.6 10.3 
11.6 47.9 9.0 31.6 100 
$40,000 to $50,000 53 19 9 13 88 257 39 187 571 
5.4 4.3 3.6 3.5 4.1 
15.4 45.0 6.8 32.7 100 
$50,000 and over 69 22 9 14 110 201 84 169 564 
6.7 3.4 7.8 3.2 4.1 
19.5 35.6 14.9 30.0 100 
Missing data 114 28 13 21 170 455 98 459 1182 
“this total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 


subcategories do not sum to agg.egate category due to nonreporting 


of subcategory information. 
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land when incomes exceed $40,000. 

All national hunters initiated their hunting careers at mean ages 
between the ages of 11 and 13 regardless of hunting type or land use cat- 
egory (Table il). This finding is consistent with that of previous stud- 
ies cited above. The mean number of years or hunting experience ranged 
from 17 to 28 for all types of hunting, again consistent with previous 
literature. It is worth noting, however, that users of solely public land 
or free private land owned by “others” had approximately ten fewer years 
of hunting experience than the users of t'se remaining private land owner- 
ship categories for all types of hunting. This may reflect comments by 
Applegate concerning types of hunters cited in the previous section, e.g., 
Older hunters may be more particular as to where they hunt. 

Reasons for hunting do not appear to vary between types of land own- ne 
ership. "For sport or recreation" was ranked most important by 53 percent 
of all national hunters (Table 12). The second most important reason for 
hunting was “to obtain meat". A large proportion of hunters also indi- 
cated "to be with family and friends” and "close to nature or solitude” as 
second most important reasons. Again, these reasons for hunting are con- 
sistent with the previous literature cited and indicate that hunting 
involves more than completion of a successful (in terms of kill) hunt. 

Ninety percent of all national hunters had at least a high school 
education (Table 13). Slightly more than 5 percent of hunters had a grad- 
uate school education. National hunters were in gen ral raised in rural 
areas having populations less than 10,000 people (63 percent). This is 
also consistent with previous hunting literature. Further, current urban 
residents compose 45 percent of the national hunting population. When 


private and public land is examined however, it is noted that 52 percent 
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Table 11. Number of years and age first hunted by game type and land ownership, nation 














Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total® Public 
Big Game: 
Age first 13.11 12.84 12.20 13.72 13.14 13.60 12.58 13.57 
hunted --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
1026460 428035 118724 222371 1708270 4597747 924829 4521068 11751914 
Number of 26.64 23.66 27.92 20.05 25.17 19.02 24.62 17.15 
years --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
hunting 1008695 427202 118724 220617 1687919 4596320 919931 4496291 11700461 
Small Game: 
Age first 12.22 11.61 10.64 12.89 12.05 13.05 12.00 12.88 
hunted --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
1359183 404746 146776 116549 2009294 3475490 583120 6220675 12288579 
Number of 27.23 22.75 28.18 18.08 25.87 17.78 23.70 17.35 
years --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
hunting 1356893 403913 142556 116549 2001951 3468058 577723 6178060 12225793 
Migratory Bird: 
Age first 10.94 11.94 10.27 12.61 11.39 12.24 12.08 12.41 
hunted --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
484625 292270 89653 122766 957670 1387139 282335 2654057 5281200 
Number of 24.52 22.52 26.69 19.45 23.46 18.21 21.26 16.55 
years --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
hunting 484625 291437 85433 122766 952617 1386446 281658 2636854 5257574 
Other Animals: 
Age first 11.98 10.92 8.95 8.66 11.42 11.65 10.44 11.94 
hunted --- --- -<-- --- --- --- --- --- 
409717 89964 55796 16191 571036 465843 85244 1499444 2621567 
Number of 25.15 19.60 27.48 17.40 24.28 17.23 23.69 16.58 
years --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
hunting 409858 89964 51576 16191 566958 461992 81644 1491849 2602443 
{this total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 


because hunters paying access fees to private land may 


also own or lease land. 
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Table 12. First and second most important reason for hunting by land ownership, national sample 








Frequency Private Private 
Public and Other Total 
Percent Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee. Total® Public 





Most important reason: 


TIEVIIVAY AdOD 1838 


Obtain meat 293 56 21 45 402 1930 238 1491 4061 

2.7 12.9 1.6 10.0 27.2 
Eliminate problem 40 3 l --- 44 19 14 46 123 
animals 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.3 -8 
Be with family and 108 21 ll 26 161 581 110 580 1432 
friends 1.1 3.9 0.7 3.9 9.6 
For sport or 665 191 69 124 1005 3142 651 3150 7948 
recreation 6.7 21.0 4.4 21.0 53.1 
Close to nature or 103 26 g 19 153 549 128 356 1186 
for solitude 1.0 3.7 0.9 2.4 8.0 
Obtain a trophy 8 6 0 5 16 70 21 30 137 

0.1 0.5 0.1 0.2 9 
Other 13 4 l --- 18 27 7 26 78 

0.1 0.2 6.0 0.2 5 

Second most important reason: 

Obtain meat 276 68 27 46 402 1410 250 1267 3329 

ev 9.4 1.7 8.5 22.3 
Eliminate problem 53 6 7 5 70 49 32 90 241 
animals 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.6 1.6 
To be with family 256 77 25 60 404 1326 273 1346 3349 
or friends 2.7 8.9 1.8 9.0 22.4 
For sport or 311 66 24 55 438 1747 262 1454 3901 
recreation 2.9 11.7 1.8 9.7 26.1 
Close to nature or 247 58 20 38 347 1379 251 1104 3081 
for solitude 2.3 9.2 1.7 7.4 20.6 
Obtain a trophy 33 20 4 10 67 228 63 161 519 

0.4 1.5 0.4 1.1 3.4 
Other 12 1 0 --- 13 54 13 58 138 

N.1 0.4 0.1 0.4 1.0 
No second reason 46 10 0 5 61 120 23 182 386 

0.4 0.8 0.2 1.2 2.6 





“th.s total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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Table 13. Selected socioeconomic variables by land ownership, national sample 











Frequency Private Private 
Public and Other Total 
Percent Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total® Public 
Highest education: 
Never attended 1 0 0 --- l 6 0 8 15 
school 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 
Kindergarten --- --- --- --- 0 0 0 2 2 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Elementary 172 27 15 21 227 435 76 619 1357 
1.5 2.9 0.5 4.1 9.0 
High school 681 176 52 122 995 3729 625 3468 8817 
6.6 24.7 4.1 23.0 58.4 
College 311 85 39 64 479 1827 377 1389 4072 
3.2 12.1 Be 9.2 27.0 
Graduate school 75 20 6 14 110 375 94 260 839 
0.7 2.5 0.6 1.7 5.5 
Population of place 
living until age 16: 
500,000 or more 52 32 9 16 106 520 87 405 1118 
0.7 3.5 0.6 2.7 7.5 
50,000 to 500,000 69 38 6 36 139 858 139 658 1794 
0.9 5.8 0.9 4.4 12.0 
10,000 to 50,000 117 47 14 44 206 1246 165 879 2496 
1.4 8.4 1.1 5.9 16.8 
2,000 to 10,000 238 57 13 47 341 1499 274 1272 3386 
2.3 10.1 1.8 8.5 22.7 
Less than 2,000 756 127 69 76 1004 2153 494 2454 6105 
6.7 14.5 3.3 16.5 41.0 
Census definition of residence: 
Urban 257 125 36 119 504 2882 435 2496 6317 
3.6 20.5 3.1 17.8 45.0 
Rural 961 182 75 97 1280 2678 677 3082 7717 
9.1 19.1 4.8 22.0 55.0 





“This total is not egual to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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of the public land users (2882) are urban while only 28 percent of the 
private land users are urban (although this is biased by the dominance of 
the private land owner group). Those users of private land owned by 
friends and relatives are also 45 percent urban. Users of solely leased 


land are 41 percent urban. 


Natienal Summary 

Private land owned or leased for hunting is used by roughly 15 per- 
cent of national hunters, although only 5 percent of the national hunters 
lease private land. The number of hunters owning land on which they hunt 
ranges between 12 and 20 percent of all hunters. Approximately 50 percent 
of all hunters solely use private land owned by friends, relatives, and 
other individuals ("other” category) for which use fees are not incurred. 
This latter group as well as the public land users had about ten fewer 
years of hunting experience on average than the private land payment 
group. 

Private land owning and leasing was conducted for the primary purpose 
of hunting and fishing by 44 percent of the hunters in the payment group. 
The 1980 mean expenditure for private land leasing was $254 for this group 
of hunters. Leasing costs for migratory bird hunters ($605) were substan- 
tially higher than for other types of game. Although only 16 percent of 
private land owners and lessees deducted some of these costs as business 
expenses, the total costs of this group were 1.4 times larger than the 
remaining 84 percent. 

Deer were the most harvested game species, followed by rabbits and 
hares, squirrels, pneasants, quail, and doves. Migratory bird hunters on 
private land bagged more game than those on public land. This latter 


occurrence may partly explain the higher lease costs for migratory bird 
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hunting. 

Hunting for “sport or recreation” was the most important reason cited 
for hunting. In general, few hunters had a graduate level education or 
incomes above $40,000. There appears greater tendency towards private 
land hunting as incomes exceed $40,000. Most hunters (63 percent) were 
raised in rural areas having populations under 10,000 persons. However, 
52 percent of public land hunters currently reside in urban areas in con- 


trast to 28 percent for hunters owning and leasing private land. 


Recreational Hunting in Regions of the United States 

In the previous section characteristics of the hunting population 
were addressed from a national perspective. Clearly one would expect div- 
ergences in hunting activity among major areas of the Unites States. This 
section is used to examine hunting within nine census regions as defined 
below: 

New England; 

Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, 


and Vermont 


Mid Atlantic; 
New Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania 


South Atlantic; 
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, North Carolina, South Car- 
Olina, Virginia, and West Virginia 


Pacific; 
Alaska, California, Kawaii, Oregon, and Washington 


East South Central; 
Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, and Tennessee 


West South Central; 
Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas 


Mountain; 
Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and 


Wyoming 


East North Central; 
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Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, and Wisconsin 

West North Central; 

Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, and 

South Dakota 
One reason to expect differences in hunting activity as related to public 
and private land is variation among regions in the amount of land that is 
available for hunting purposes. In Table 14 clear divergences in the 
acreage available can be observed but, more importantly, significant per- 
centage variations among public and private land available are noted. The 
Mountain and Pacific census regions have the greatest quantity of public 
land available for hunting purposes both in absolute and percentage terms. 
In contrast to this area of the country, all other regions have 70 percent 
or more of their available hunting land held by private interests. More 
than 50 percent of the total public and private land available for hunting 
is located in the Western area of the United States (Mountain, West North 
Central, and West South Central Regions). This same area contains 67 per- 
cent of all public land available for hunting. 

In the remainder of this section the discussion will be based upon 
tables in Appendix A and broken down into four broad categories; (1) 
expenditures for hunting, (2) land leasing and owning costs, (3) days 
hunted, and (4) age of hunting initiation. Each of these categories will 
be discussed coincidentally for all regions. In some instances the sample 
Sizes are particularly small and care will be taken in the discussion not 


to attach undue importance to such results. 


Expenditures for Hunting 
In Tables Al-A9 information on expenditures for hunting are presented 


for the nine census regions. 
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Table 14. Acres (Thousands) of Land Available for Hunting by Ownership Category and 
Census Region, 1981 (Percentage in Brackets). 





Private Land 
State Public Land Total 
Fee Hunting Nonfee Private Hunting 














New England 1,823.9 503.8 10,623.9 12,951.6 
(14.1) (3.9) (82.0) (100) 
Mid Atlantic 12,903.7 528.8 37,736.0 51,168.5 
(25.2) (1.C) (73.8) (100) 
South Atlantic 14,627.7 732.2 89,576.4 104,935.6 
(13.9) (.7) (85.4) (100) 
Pacific 95,507.0 409.9 71,756.5 167,673.4 
(57.0) (.2) (42.8) (100) 
East South Central 5,284.6 177.7 14,569.9 20,032.2 
(26.4) (.9) (72.7) (100) 
West South Central 6,557.8 28,347.6 15,283.0 50,188.4 
(13.0) (56.5) (30.5) (100) 
Mountain 272,798.6 945.0 104,418.1 378,161.7 
(72.1) (.3) (27.6) (100) 
East North Central 20,321.4 139.4 93,775.2 114,236.0 
(17.8) (.1) (82.1) (100) 
West North Central 26, 861.7 29.1 120,475.3 147,366.1 
(18.2) (.0) (81.8) (100) 
Total 456,686.4 31,813.5 558,214.3 1,046,713.5 
(43.6) (3.1) (53.3) (100) 
Source: Adapted from Table 1. These regic:al estimates are very rough due to 


nonavailable data as noted in Table 1. More accurate estimates of recreational 
hunging land are not available. 
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Big Game Hunters. As expected, the frequency of leasing activity in 





the Mountain and Pacific regions is proportionately less than in other 
acreas of the U.S. Consistent with the national results the mean variable 
expenditures of "other" private land hunters were the lowest for all land 
types in every region. Big game hunters in che Mid Atlantic region had 
the lowest mean variable hunting expenditures while those in the West 
South Central region had the highest. This latter region also had the 
largest usage of private land; roughly 30 percent of all big game hunters 
in the West South Central Region used exclusively private land requiring 
some sort of payment. 


Small Game. Small game hunters in the Mountain region did less lease 





hunting than in other regions of the country. It is e“pected that this 
was also true for the Pacific region (as it was for big game) but the sam- 
ple size is too small to make a meaningful comparison. In general, vari- 
able expenditures for both the "private" and "other" pcivate land catego- 
ries are lowest for small game hunters in all regions. 


Migratory bird hunters incurred lower variable expcnditures than big 





game hunters, with Pacific and Mountain regions hunters incurring the 
greatest expenditures. Again, "“cther" private land hunters had lower 
variable expenditures than all other land categories. 


Other animal hunters had the lowest variable expenditures of all 





hunters. The cnly notable detail for these hunters was that, regardless 
of region, access fees and equipment expenditures specifically for this 
type of hunting were usually nonexistent. Where access fees are indicated 
in the tables the sample sizes upon which these numbers were based are 


small. 
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Land Leasing and Owning Costs 

The primary purpose and cost of leasing or owning private land is 
displayed in Appendix Tables Al0~-Al8 for all regions. As noted in the 
national tables, these costs are greater whenever the primary purpose is 
other than hunting. This is not surprising. If land is used for hunting 
as well as some other primary use, one would expect higher net returns to 
the land and, thereby, the market value it can command. 

Examination of these tables indicates that the highest mean lease 
costs for the primary purpose of hunting and fishing occur in the West 
South Central Region ($388). This is expected in that this region 
includes Texas which has little public land (approxiately 2 percent) and a 
highly developed hunting iease system. Although the Pacific region actu- 
ally indicates a higher mean value ($434), the sample size upon which this 
estimate is based is 3 hunters. Except for the South Atlantic, East South 
Central, and West South Central regions, most numbers ‘n these tables rely 
on very small samples. 

Discussion of lease/ownership costs by type of game hunted are con- 
strained to this same set of three regions due to sample size problems. 
Respondents to the USFWS National Survey were asked to indicate which type 
of hunting they did on the land they leased or owned. This allowed costs 
by type of hunting to be examined. In general, mean lease costs for 
“other animal" hunting are lowest while those for migratory bird hunting 
are highest. Again, these costs are highest in the West South Central 
Region although comparable for big game hunting in the other two regions. 

Only one region is not plagued by sample size problems when examining 
lease costs as a business expense; South Atlantic. The overall result of 


this breakdown sheds no information beyond the national Table 3; lease 
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costs are higher when deducted as a business expense. 


Days Hunted 

In general hunters who also fished did so more frequently for all 
regions (Appendix Tables Al9-A27). The use of private land which required 
some form of payment varied from 9 (Mountain region) to 23 (East South 
Central region) mean days per year. Those using “other" private land 
hunted a mean number of days ranging from 12 to 16 days per year. Public 
land hunting ranged from 18 to 26 days per year. It appears that hunters 
in the East South Central region were the most avid in terms of days 
hunted while those in the Mountain region hunted least. Hunters using 
both public and private (subject to payment) land hunted more mean days 
per year across all but the East South Central region for all four land 
ownership categories. 

Given tha* the Mountain and Pacific Regions have the largest concen- 
tration of federally publicly owned land (Table 14), it was expected that 
more days would be spent hunting on federal land. A major portion of pub- 
lic land in the West is federally owned. Examination of Appendix Tables 
A28-A36 indicates that most regions have a greater proportionate hunting 
use of locally owned land in terms of days hunted than for federally owned 


land, with the exception of the Mountain and Pacific regions. 


Hunting Initiation 

The mean age at which hunters started hunting and the number of years 
which they have hunted is similar among all regions (Appendix Tables 
A37-A45). Except for the East South Central, West South Central and West 
North Central, hunters first hunted between the ages of 13 and 15. In 


these former three regions hunting started between the ages of 10 and 12. 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 











45 


Regional Summary 

Comparisons among regions were hindered by sample size problems upon 
which regional estimates are based. Yet, a few points can be noted. 

The Western regions of the U.S. have a much larger base of land 
available for hunting on a total acreage basis. The proportion of this 
land in public ownership is also substantially larger than in other areas 
of the country. Although variable expenditures for hunting compared among 
regions are similar to the national results there does seem to be some 
difference in the age at which hunting was first started. Hunters in the 
East South Central, West South Central and West North Central regions 
appear to initiate hunting between the ages of 10-12 while other hunters 
Start about two years later. 

Leasing costs, for the primary purpose of hunting, are highest in the 
West South Central region ($388) on an annual basis. This is not totally 
unexpected due to the existence of a well developed private leasing system 
in Texas. 

Hunters in the East South Central region (16-28 days) tend to hunt 
more days per year while those in the Mountain region tended to hunt the 
least (9-14 days). The Mountain and Pacific regions also have a larger 
proportionate use of federal hunting land than other regions for public 
land use. Hunters in other regions tend to use more locally owned public 


land. Most hunters started hunting between 10 and 15 years of age. 


Demand Analysis 
A majority of recreation demand studies follow the Hotelling-Clawson 
or, more popularly, the travel cost approach in which individual or house- 
hold observations are drawn from a sample of recreators visiting a partic- 


ular site or participating in a particular recreation activity. The 
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travel cost model describes quantity demanded as a function of prices and 
income along with relevant preference shifters such as age, income and 
other socioeconomic variables. For many outdoor recreation activities, 
own price does not exist, such as in the case of publicly provided recrea- 
tion. Thus, in analyzing recreation demand Dehavior, one cannot hope to 
observe systematic changes in quantity demanded due to changes in price as 
is possible for usual market goods. 

However, in participating in a recreation activity, the consumer does 
face an implicit price as reflected in the travel costs incurred from 
going to and from the recreation site. In a travel cost model it is 
assumed that consumers react to changes in travel costs in a manner simi- 
lar to that presupposed of consumers’ reactions to changes in prices for 
usual market goods. Hence, a travel cost model is conceptually no differ- 
ent than a traditional neoclassical demand model except that own price is 
"proxied” by observed travel costs for the consuming unit. 

A demand analysis which is not presented as part of this report was 
performed to examine whether significant differences existed between rec- 
reational hunters using public and private land (Stoll, et al.). This 
analysis was based upon the logical structure of the travel cost approach. 
There appeared to be little notabie variation in either the probability of 
participation or the proportion of variation accounted for by participants 
when examined with respect to type of hunting land ownership. Migratory 
bird hunters had a slightly greater response due to participants for pub- 
lic than for private land. 

When examining the change in the probability of participation by game 
and land type, it was noted that small game hunters on public land were 


four times more responsive to changes in variable costs than those on pri- 
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vate land. Migratory bird hunters using public land were also noted to be 
more responsive to changes in variabie costs than those using private 


lane. 


Summary and Conclusions 

The use of private land for big game hunting occurs throughout the 
United States. Approximately 50 percent of all hunters use exclusively 
private land. About 10 percent of the remaining hunters use a combination 
of public and private land and the rest (40 percent) use only public land 
for hunting. Examination of small game, migratory bird, and other animal 
hunting reveals that the exclusive use of public land progressively 
declines from 40 percent to nearly 20 percent. However, the use of pri- 
vate land by leasing arrangements remains at roughly 5 percent with the 
difference being accounted for primarily by the use of land owned by other 
individuals. 

Of the hunters who owned or leased private land for hunting, only 44 
percent did so for the primary purpose of hunting and fishing. The mean 
lease cost for this group was $254. This figure was $605 for migratory 
bird hunters (the highest cost group) as compared to $448 and $108 for 
small game and big game, respectively. Migratory bird hunters on private 
land also bagged more game on private land, which may explain the exis- 
tence of higher lease costs. When such costs were deducted as business 
expenses (16 percent of those owning and leasing private land) the aggre- 
gate ownership/lease costs were substantially greater (1.4 times) than 
those of the remaining 84 percent of these hunters. This would appear to 
have significant implications for altered tax laws and seems to point to a 
need for further research focussed upon the composition of this hunting 


group at a more disaggregated level. 
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Most hunters stated that they hunted for "sport or recreation." Few 
had incomes above $40,000 nor a graduate level education. Those raised in 
rural areas comprised 63 percent of the hunting population, however, a 
majority of public und hunters currently resided in urban areas (52 per- 
cent) as opposed to private land hunters (28 percent). 

Regional comparisons were of limited usefullness due to problems with 
sample sizes once disaggregation by land use and assorted other criteria 
was conducted. Hunters in the West South Central region incurred the 
highest leasing costs when their purpose was primarily hunting and fish- 
ing, an expected result due to the dominance of Texas in the composition 
of this region. In general, the incomes of lease hunters and educational 
levels appeared to be slightly higher than for other hunters. This lim- 
ited information suggests a need for further research at a much more 
disaggregated level to examine the composition and behavior of the lease 
hunting population. 

Estimated demand relationships for hunting on public and private land 
indicated that few differences exist between users of public and privately 
owned land. The conceptual basis for this demand relationship was based 
upon findings from previous hunting literature discussed in the initial 
sections of this report. The estimated models accounted for price (vari- 
able costs), income, age, education, urban orientation, hunting initiation 
age, population where raised, and the number of hunting occasions for 
Other game types. Estimation was accomplished using techniques which 
accounted for both the probability of participation by land type and the 
number of occasions for participants. For each type of hunting, i.e. big 
game, small game, migratory birds, and other animals, the estimated prob- 


ability of participation was largely invariant among land ownership types. 
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Table A-1. Mean expenditures of resident New England hunters, by type of hunting and land ownership? 














Mean Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters ion meme a, Roe Totaie Public 
Big Game: 
Total variable 76.25 73.$5 178.09 86.02 220.31 242.85 87.42 
cost 4290109 298398 1262940 5892159 24456148 5224561 23647155 59220023 
56262 4035 7091 68499 111009 21514 270488 471510 
Cost of food, 62.26 50.89 141.46 69.28 188.24 193.22 71.24 
lodging and 3554452 205345 1003182 4802845 21156263 4156934 19425184 49541227 
transport 57092 4035 7091 69330 112393 21514 272669 475905 
Cost of fees 0.57 2.67 9.32 1.43 4.09 2.87 0.34 
and e 32287 10785 66125 98412 460172 61827 91545 711955 
equipment 56474 4035 7091 63712 112393 21514 272341 474959 
Small Game: 
Total variable 90.08 81.68 57.11 87.40 99.46 122.04 50.04 
cost 3419294 167194 129546 37227390 i2075471 1926058 8798398 26522717 
37958 2047 2268 42593 121414 15782 175837 355625 
Cost of food, 74.88 70.36 45.76 72.85 72.97 93.48 38.50 
lodging and 3061734 144027 103801 3316318 9033293 1475268 6820308 20645187 
transport 40889 2047 2268 45524 123786 15782 177141 362234 
Cost of fees 0.00 0.00 4.61 0.28 0.43 9.05 0.67 
and - 0 0 13208 13208 53295 142832 119062 328396 
equipment 41020 3051 2865 47256 124975 15782 177333 365345 
Migratory Bird: 
Total variable 116.81 52.17 --- 110.19 85.05 70.12 66.81 
cost 1648489 84049 --- 1732537 3424312 423552 3963631 9544032 
14113 1611 --- 15724 40263 6040 59330 121357 
Cost of food, 94.80 49.39 --- 90.15 65.39 65.24 48.05 
lodging and 1337851 79570 --- 1417421 2673191 394022 3051719 7536352 
transport 14113 1611 --- 15724 40263 6040 63501 125527 
Cost of fees 8.31 0.00 al 7.46 ¢.02 0.00 1.93 
and e 118329 0 --- 118329 779 0 125280 244388 
equipment 14244 1611 --- 15855 42911 6040 64864 129670 
Other Animals: 
Total variable 37.04 0.00 --- 26.07 41.24 38.00 28.76 
cost 515483 0 --- 515483 827641 191323 1259275 2703723 
13917 374 Sted 14291 20069 2895 43783 81038 
Cost of food, 28.15 0.00 - ae 27.41 39.79 29.83 28.25 
lodving and 391736 0 --- 391736 798519 86363 1247039 2523657 
transport 13917 374 --- 14291 20069 2895 44135 81390 
Cost of fees 0.00 0.00 lal 0.00 0.00 0.co0 0.00 
and 0 0 --- 0 0 ie] 0 0 
equipment © 14168 374 --- 14541 21656 2895 44040 83133 





Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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Access fees are included in this category of costs. 
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Table A-2. Mean expenditures of resident Mid Atlantic hunters, by type of hunting and land ownership? 
Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Big Game: 
Total variable 55.00 147.33 73.34 110.27 64.09 99.51 184.90 59.37 
cost 8721491 2225380 1355320 2360688 12206035 74457849 31042010 44891321 162597215 
158581 15105 4845 21408 190441 748221 167887 756158 1862707 
Cost of food, 42.95 101.39 32.65 67.43 47.42 83.04 156.31 47.42 
lodging and 6929887 1531488 158177 1443537 9160250 63252391 26479368 36359206 135251215 
transport 161331 15105 4845 21408 193191 761704 169402 766766 1891063 
Cost of fees 0.02 18.79 5.99 25.43 2.77 2.47 5.65 0.01 
and P 2681 328324 23098 544501 544501 1891273 966514 5608 3407896 
equipment 162544 17469 4845 21408 196768 764828 171014 777131 1909741 
Small Game: 
Total variable 34.08 64.58 62.85 259.49 39.12 55.93 86.41 41.78 
cost 6659451 1111731 344152 1412377 8581135 22263852 4341976 27978272 63165235 
195399 17214 5476 5443 219331 398071 50247 669709 1337358 
Cost of food, 23.77 50.00 28.81 105.38 27.72 42.23 63.62 33.27 
lodging and 4678640 860745 157760 737623 6163030 17040315 3196498 22481506 48881350 
transport 196803 17214 5476 7000 222292 403507 50247 675797 1351842 
Cost of fees 2.60 4.68 0.00 172.77 5.38 0.31 1.25 0.00 
and e 510725 92534 0 1209341 1209341 125061 64801 0 1399203 
equipment 196803 19578 5476 7000 224656 403438 51859 681894 1361847 
Migratory Bird: 
Total variable 11.75 225.47 0.00 224.16 72.75 70.27 86.95 31.27 
cost 431468 2652396 0 763289 3691028 7604085 2154139 5376700 18825953 
36732 11764 682 3405 50736 108217 24775 171952 355680 
Cost of food, 10.57 166 .52 0.00 22.30 45.21 61.17 69.43 27.61 
lodging and 414116 1958907 0 75943 2404161 6619823 1720092 4925700 15669776 
transport 39173 11764 682 3405 53176 108217 24775 178384 364552 
Cost of fees 0.07 20.33 0.00 189.35 16.12 1.46 5.44 1.77 
and 2681 239137 0 644757 817846 158112 134873 310534 1421365 
equipment ° 5632 11764 682 3405 50736 108217 24775 175384 359111 
Other Animals: 
Total variable 22.11 60.70 0.00 --- 23.90 39.60 24.87 26.24 
cost 1887495 309577 0 --- 2197072 1832809 256786 5835102 10121770 
85371 5100 1474 --- 91945 46282 10327 222402 370956 
Cost of food, 20.69 60.70 0.00 --- 22.53 37.35 23.91 21.51 
lodging and 16811 309577 0 --- 2126388 1728482 246880 4849008 8950758 
transport 87811 5100 1474 --- 94385 46282 10327 225412 376405 
Cost of fees 0.00 0.00 0.00 --- 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.57 
and 0 0 0 --- 0 0 0 128457 128457 
equipment * 8592 5100 1474 --- 96166 46282 10327 225545 378320 
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pBoldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 


because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 


Access fees are included in this category of costs. 
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Table A-3. Mean expenditures of resident South Atlantic hunters, by type of hunting and land ownership? 
Mean a Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Big Game: 
Total variable 98.34 266.24 220.77 366.51 170.03 169.57 288.30 88.46 
cost 98443843 110554740 24965469 79668557 282230978 753231171 259076526 389459558 1683998233 
1001089 415239 113085 217371 1659890 4442078 898643 4402764 11403374 
Cost of food, 80.39 217.00 190.30 267.43 136.96 143.64 234.78 71.59 
lodging and 81619671 92083583 22200471 59943790 231881551 654215188 215659771 3216953261423451835 
transport 1015255 424355 116663 224146 1693099 4554608 918555 4493376 11659638 
Cost of fees 1.57 16.94 7.84 71.39 11.27 3.14 20.52 2.53 
and - 1607752 7201626 914332 15722319 19130943 14332675 18779096 11371210 63613924 
equipment 1022645 425106 116635 220241 1697308 4569018 915212 4499397 11680935 
Small Game: 
Total variable 60.93 96.74 179.58 269.23 83.62 114.87 140.13 71.72 
cost 79974046 37257337 24812001 27288598 160646801 385706384 80067145 432846060 1059266390 
1312461 385132 138166 101358 1921110 3357903 571385 6035014 11885412 
Cost of food, 45.68 92.55 145.31 171.43 66.46 90.72 109.24 56.79 
lodging and 61207560 36675083 20312364 18709426 130862346 310264903 63215863 349231296 853574408 
transport 1339857 396279 139784 109138 1969052 3420142 578694 6149971 12117859 
Cost of fees 0.41 0.75 10.16 49.32 2.87 1.01 7.45 2.27 
and e 559157 292941 1431603 5534832 5684695 3494337 4339226 14027174 27545432 
equipment 1355126 391526 140871 112233 1981796 3448857 582753 6167700 12181105 
Migratory Bird: 
Total variable 74.92 136.59 175.25 205.77 112.99 100.48 146.70 65.59 
cost 34800985 36532659 13980064 23704232 101643314 133573013 40134877 168460519 443811723 
464517 267468 79773 115196 899565 1329328 273590 2568487 5070971 
Cost of food, 53.27 110.35 111.20 115.07 82.01 78.63 110.73 49.71 
lodging and 25073215 30719376 9484349 13637287 75898823 106195054 30688249 130498647 343280773 
transport 470671 278392 85287 118510 925471 1350614 277144 2625115 5178345 
Cost of fees 1.42 11.47 6.80 54.22 8.05 2.95 5.89 1.26 
and e 673349 3186255 575765 6309627 7442854 4054560 1672590 3325044 16495048 
equipment 474723 277889 84628 116379 925047 1372252 283805 2642586 5223690 
Other Animal: 
Total variable 36.49 82.33 45.85 204 .64 49.57 69.01 125.07 46.90 
cost 14231287 7251422 2429402 3184255 27096366 30310465 10691492 68022374 136120698 
390003 88078 52988 15560 546629 439240 85484 1450405 2521758 
Cost of food, 31.48 78.92 43.18 180.66 44.42 66.03 112.13 40.83 
lodging and 12390171 6951210 2287869 2811033 24440283 29243490 9650307 60084108 123418189 
transport 393544 88078 52988 15560 550169 442857 86065 1471626 2550718 
Cost of fees 0.01 0.24 0.00 21.12 0.65 0.04 7.11 0.77 
and e 4109 21215 0 341916 365346 20542 607687 1133998 2127574 
equipment 403869 88078 55796 16191 563302 465207 85484 1476735 2590728 





,BOldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 


Access fees are included in this category of costs. 
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Table A-4. Mean expenditures of resident Pacific hunters, by type of hunting and land ownership? 
Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total” Public 
Big Game: 
Total variable 61.07 173.12 --- --- 109 .66 213.52 255.52 148.81 
cost 541729 1176059 --- --- 1717787 125786452 15993112 36437627 179934977 
8871 6793 --- --- 15664 589097 62591 244859 912210 
Cost of food, 57.26 149.30 --- --- 97.18 183.47 213.70 131.12 
lodging and 507985 1014238 --- --- 1522223 113410912 13917869 33281388 162132392 
transport 8871 6793 --- --- 15664 618153 65128 253829 952774 
Cost of fees 0.00 0.00 --- --- 0.00 3.14 3.88 2.68 
and a 0 0 --- --- 0 1920666 252947 683896 2857509 
equipment 8871 6793 --- --- 15664 611650 65128 254918 947360 
Small Game: 
Total variable 79.03 192.08 --- 209 . 23 147.27 160.03 229.46 158.01 
cost 2131941 2054987 --- 4597429 8784357 61964566 7636280 62470606 140855810 
26977 10699 --- 21973 59649 387203 33279 395356 875487 
Cost of food, 55.25 191.65 --- 124.44 102.52 120.30 189.00 116.903 
lodging and 100267 2050454 --- 2842270 6592992 47329504 6289737 46511472 106723705 
transport 30772 10699 --- 22840 64311 393443 33279 400842 891875 
Cost of fees 0.00 0.00 --- 37 .67 14.40 4.51 17.65 0.09 
and e 0 0 --- 1043544 1043544 1786419 587215 34401 3451578 
equipment 34047 10699 --- 27702 72448 395677 33279 398443 899847 
Migratory Bird: 
Total variable 42.83 703.82 325.00 300.07 234.05 146.95 153.15 99.66 
cost 519450 2731741 597899 80E€5070 10048392 31367820 4603094 31711761 77731067 
12129 3881 1840 26877 42933 213463 30057 318212 604665 
Cost of food, 27.64 184.97 300.00 176.00 146.31 118.55 108.21 75.56 
lodging and 33&300 717919 551907 4730446 6281752 25686936 3252521 24633735 59854944 
transport 12129 3881 1840 26877 42933 216678 30057 326003 615670 
Cost of fees 0.00 210.17 0.00 80.35 43.77 6.27 4.14 1.78 
and ¢ 0 1794008 0 2159532 2159532 1428734 124484 578342 4291092 
equipment 13874 8536 1840 26877 49333 227945 30057 325235 632570 
Other Animals: 
Total variable 2.25 0.00 --- 170.00 32.87 50.79 4.47 50.79 
cost 17605 0 --- 337666 355271 2932051 19558 2166931 5473811 
7823 999 --- 1986 10808 57725 4371 42664 115568 
Cost of food, 2.25 0.00 --- 120.00 23.68 46.99 4.47 49.77 
lodging and 17605 0 --- 238353 255958 2712246 19558 2123200 5110962 
transport 7823 999 --- 1986 10808 57725 4371 42664 115568 
Cost of fees 0.00 0.00 --- 50.00 9.19 0.33 0.00 0.00 
and 0 ie) --- 99314 99314 20542 0 0 119856 
equipment © 7823 999 --- 1986 10808 63172 4371 42664 121015 
»Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 
This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 


because hunters paying access fees to private land may 
Access fees are included in this category of costs. 


also own or lease land. 
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Table A-S. Mean expenditures of resident East South Central hunters, by type of hunting and land ownership? 
Mean Private Private 
Category sup Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Big Game: 
Total variable 111.66 359.33 185.43 272.05 176.31 181.89 359.50 89.76 
cost 14028457 16117760 2978594 5389554 35235155 42123579 25431310 40254343 143044387 
125631 44855 16063 19811 199843 231591 70740 448478 950651 
Cost of food, 91.52 282.83 145.89 229.16 141.11 153.72 263.91 73.41 
lodging and 11551322 12686515 2343433 4539887 28281628 36415688 19050007 33732634 117479957 
transport 126212 44855 16063 19811 200424 236899 72185 459483 968991 
Cost of fees 1.09 30.36 11.24 29.92 9.34 3.08 33 84 18.53 
and 2 140503 1361943 180563 592762 1901213 735494 2921122 8579738 14137567 
equipment 129283 44855 16063 19811 203495 238552 73322 463108 978477 
Small Game: 
Total variable 58.44 106.46 37.91 204.79 70.23 158.56 187.64 57.51 
cost 11176939 4541655 524884 1844966 17944002 21584930 7499657 47701542 94730131 
191248 42659 13844 9009 255515 136134 39969 829413 1261032 
Cost of food, 40.19 69.95 32.99 170.65 49.16 121.21 145.03 41.74 
lodging and 7780079 3104175 456691 1537439 12758845 16675879 5908650 35320310 70663685 
transport 193566 44378 13844 9009 259553 137583 40742 846182 1284060 
Cost of fees 0.00 0.00 1.80 20.36 0.70 0.50 11.30 0.17 
and P 0 0 24904 183406 183406 72537 451604 143173 850720 
equipment 197404 43685 13844 9009 262697 144171 39969 843145 1289983 
Migratory Birds: 
Total variable 72.87 79.06 65.20 119.57 73.91 152.39 152.11 59.40 
cost 5988178 2985451 609706 2028775 10473508 8078901 2634806 20338667 41525883 
82177 37763 9351 16968 141701 53015 17322 342426 554463 
Cost of food, 46.81 62.36 47.04 70.77 50.74 113.16 121.00 39.99 
lodging and 3887100 2354726 439828 1200783 7234143 5999064 2095963 13882322 29211491 
transport 83045 37763 9351 16968 142569 53015 17322 347150 560056 
Cost of fees 1.44 0.00 9.19 14.13 2.37 4.41 3.86 0.31 
and . 119899 0 85980 239825 338553 239545 66869 108813 753780 
equipment 83045 37763 9351 16968 142569 54333 17322 350813 565038 
Other Animals: 
Total variable 46.86 384.15 78.48 --- 119.24 67.73 283.87 79.43 
cost 1979037 4715684 374938 --- 7069659 1692422 3288246 11407313 23457641 
42234 12276 4778 --- 59287 24988 11584 143609 239468 
Cost of food, 45.81 379.72 78.48 ooo 117.58 66.90 249.95 67.94 
lodging and 1934609 4661197 374938 --- 6970745 1671654 2895342 9944285 21482025 
transport 42234 12276 4778 o<- 59287 24988 11584 146377 242236 
Cost of fees 0.00 0.00 0.00 --- 0.00 0.00 28.39 6.79 
and e 0 0 .¢] o-- 0 0 328892 1000839 1329731 
equipment 46898 12276 4778 ooo 63951 30032 11584 147336 252902 





,Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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Table A-G. Mean expenditures of resident West South Central hunters, by type of hunting and land ownership? 
Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Big Game: 
Total variable 137.00 260.07 283.36 572.50 259.74 190.58 405.56 99.48 
cost 19766107 54184981 14207537 34617085 111498052 59755878 36408612 71807481 279479024 
144282 208345 50139 60466 429270 313544 89773 721859 1554445 
Cost of food, 121.01 210.70 255.01 398.61 211.73 154.22 318.18 80.23 
lodging and 17697462 44856595 13318384 24102637 92709308 49226157 28564247 58877187 229376895 
transport 146243 212895 52228 60466 437869 319194 89773 733824 1580660 
Cost of fees 2.33 17.49 5.01 149.41 22.50 4.39 45.99 1.27 
and 2 342259 3731027 257081 9034149 9857849 1402972 4128359 921455 16310635 
equipment 146886 213378 51316 60466 438083 319771 89773 727102 1574728 
Small Game: 
Total variable 83.51 117.38 241.63 190.87 121.35 127.19 141.10 89.28 
cost 15858714 19571025 14757962 1381872 51569573 44772621 10301868 83094938 189739000 
189906 166733 61078 7240 424957 352007 73009 930714 1780687 
Cost of food, 68.75 89.95 210.28 138 .66 98.38 97.47 113.10 76.38 
lodging and 13305211 15771580 13009577 1003900 43090268 34603135 8316037 72920822 158930262 
transport 193537 175345 61868 7240 437991 355012 73525 954743 1821271 
Cost of fees 0.00 0.63 0.00 30.13 0.75 0.55 4.60 0.70 
and e 0 104271 0 218126 322398 198768 352545 673565 1547275 
equipment 192456 166733 61078 7240 427507 361741 76673 963163 1829083 
Migratory Birds: 
Total variable 111.66 116.28 270.02 93.28 137.90 91.69 177.94 72.93 
cost 10493824 15457064 11272981 1488620 38436117 15372718 5539470 40658804 100007109 
93979 132929 41748 15959 278732 167654 31132 557520 1035038 
Cost of food, 81.69 112.39 159.67 25.87 106.91 71.48 142.18 58.31 
lodging and 7677488 16082920 7339635 412849 31338074 12077288 4426208 32806451 80648021 
transport 93979 143095 45968 15959 293117 168964 31132 562596 1055810 
Cost of fees 1.73 1.97 2.75 38.27 3.71 3.05 7.21 0.23 
and 169547 268547 122856 610746 1070143 527423 224423 132770 1954760 
equipment © 97821 136009 44747 15959 288652 172951 31132 567793 1060528 
Other Animals: 
Total variable 68.27 39.23 55.28 --- 56.57 70.81 146.47 42.39 
cost 3111968 1125879 1534405 --- 5772252 3535561 1324732 8985446 19617991 
45586 28696 27759 --- 102041 49928 9045 211987 373000 
. Cost of food, 37.72 31.72 51.13 -<-- 39.68 68.65 112.70 37.21 
oo lodging and 1719353 910274 1419332 ooo 4048959 3427678 1019284 8098135 16594057 
cn transport 45586 28696 27759 --- 102041 49928 9045 217647 378661 
c Cost of fees 0.00 0.00 0.00 --- 0.00 0.00 29.96 0.00 a 
a ad and 0 0 0 -<-- 0 0 270994 0 270994 
~< equipment © 48547 28696 28865 --- 106108 54601 9045 216811 386565 
= 
= pBoldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 
S This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
x because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
J Access fees are included in this category of costs. 
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Table A-7. Mean expenditures of resident Mountain hunters, by type of hunting and 'and ownership*® 
Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Big Game: 
Total variable 91.53 138.35 147.31 145.72 104.49 173.36 386.08 94.43 
cost 1460775 73295 1009 14 5637399 21398784 123051274 23838261 16086919 165175236 
15959 530 685 3869 21043 709809 61745 170357 962954 
Cost of food, 75.05 110.20 98.03 85.52 78.61 142.52 254.04 75.99 
lodging and 1197746 58382 67150 330892 1654170 103110841 15933952 13246027 133944989 
transport 15959 530 685 3869 21043 723494 62723 174312 981572 
Cost of fees 0.00 0.00 0.00 37.11 6.63 3.58 71.82 0.02 
and o 0 .¢] 0 143589 143589 2618121 4509272 3488 7274470 
equipment 16570 530 685 3869 21654 730425 62784 175673 999536 
Small Game: 
Total variable 107.89 216.36 1841.91 872.66 255.84 112.56 200.81 74.60 
cost 2978891 878541 4855645 6426980 10355232 45529226 6254263 17926231 80064952 
27612 4061 2636 7365 40475 404473 31145 240298 716392 
Cost of food, 82.72 2098 .96 1577.94 726.43 209.75 93.97 159.46 59.59 
lodging and 2339123 852553 4159768 5349976 8629351 38784057 5027567 14559879 67000854 
transport 28278 4061 2636 7365 41142 412748 31528 244329 729747 
Cost of fees 0.54 4.16 260.71 105.96 19.18 0.24 3.73 0.12 
and e 15425 16880 687286 780346 795771 97160 117652 29815 1040397 
equipment 28619 4061 2636 7365 41482 409180 31528 246820 729011 
Migratory Bird: 
Total variable 75.58 615.42 27 .61 483.70 133.73 87.64 246.40 79.59 
cost 1442209 1553925 25396 1084107 3123799 17389299 4152674 11464813 36130585 
19082 2525 $20 2241 23359 198426 16853 144054 382693 
Cost of food, 90.87 426.19 35.87 295.47 120.21 70.48 169.96 64.83 
lodging and 1746707 1076118 79418 662230 2980426 14112955 2864359 9451085 29408825 
transport 19221 2525 2214 2241 24793 200241 16853 145786 387673 
Cost of fees 0.00 114.38 0.00 134.02 11.99 0.45 12.93 0.18 
and e 0 288809 .¢] 300364 300364 90976 220509 26151 638001 
equipment 1483 2525 2214 2241 25055 200267 17048 148425 390795 
Other Animals: 
Total variable 22.40 10.30 80.02 180.00 31.01 132.65 106.48 48.37 
cost 239469 27042 211380 20412 498303 10522790 725424 3102432 14848949 
10692 2624 2642 113 16071 79329 6813 64136 166348 
Cost of food, 19.22 10.30 78.31 130.00 28.11 124.50 94.85 47.41 
lodging and 210499 27042 206857 14742 459141 10169930 646201 3084527 14359799 
transport 10952 2624 2642 113 16331 81687 6813 65056 169887 
Cost of fees 0.00 0.00 0.00 50.00 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.02 
and 0 ie) 1?) 5670 5670 0 0 1173 6844 
equipment © 10952 2624 2642 113 16331 80863 6813 65038 169044 
pBoldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


Access fees are included in this category of costs. 


This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 


Ss 


6S 

















Table A-8. Mean expenditures of resident East North Central hunters, by type of hunting and land ownership? 
Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Big Game: 
Total variable 123.60 322.33 224.56 486.08 161.79 159.39 309.62 83.60 
cost 23991840 5732019 1787124 8739914 37565805 132730432 52199726 61530071 284026034 
194113 17783 7958 17980 232183 832737 168595 735986 1969502 
Cost of food, 99.04 274.20 185.76 251.95 122.59 138.88 280.10 68.01 
lodging and 19627734 4876188 1754827 5364856 29549185 118582384 49516062 51599964 249247594 
transport 198174 17783 9447 21293 241045 853821 176781 758663 2030310 
Cost of fees 4.87 24.86 12.95 117.50 13.94 1.63 12.49 0.66 
and 2 975394 442004 122365 2399895 3375289 1395683 2172030 499195 7442197 
equipment 200188 17783 9447 20425 242192 854893 173900 755584 2026569 
Small Game: 
Total variable 42.20 67.93 34.49 159.41 50.83 105.97 133.35 70.84 
cost 727835 2714163 163840 2030491 14636329 82077367 19622380 69956937 186293012 
230510 39958 4750 12736 287956 774547 147155 987481 2197138 
Cost of food, 33.23 17.95 31.64 63.11 32.87 84.54 99.65 62.30 
lodging and 7873693 717433 150276 1076330 9817732 67435808 15167712 62739960 155161212 
transport 236910 39958 4750 17054 298672 797648 152210 1007028 2255558 
Cost of fees 0.03 0.00 0.00 35.02 1.53 1.06 12.62 12.45 
and 2 7756 0 0 446058 453815 848452 1920994 12547057 15770318 
eyuipment 239392 39958 4750 12738 296837 797096 152210 1007978 2254122 
Migratory Bird: 
Total variable 64.53 275.26 --- 264.61 126.32 82.27 90.63 45.16 
cost 2517878 2992577 --- 2235233 7241664 18825295 5139105 9595624 40801689 
39019 10872 --- 8447 57330 228814 56706 212487 555337 
Cost of food, 52.76 211.53 --- 157.69 98.93 63.65 73.64 37.81 
lodging and 2102877 2299711 --- 1656305 5958088 15191483 4176041 8272973 33598585 
transport 39858 10872 --- 10503 60226 238690 56706 218787 574409 
Cost of fees 0.28 37.09 --- 80.87 11.86 1.59 2.51 1.62 
and o 11403 403219 --- 683984 695386 369562 158382 353331 1576661 
equipment 40339 10872 --~ 8447 58650 232839 63172 217437 572098 
Other Animals: 
Total variable 39.98 7.10 --- 74.43 38.59 33.23 52.15 65.03 
cost 2745783 66128 --- 411581 3223492 2369580 637952 19774388 26005412 
68677 9318 --- 5530 83525 71299 12232 304089 471145 
Cost of food, 38.79 7.10 --- 58.54 36.58 32.53 47.49 53.36 
lodging and 2696629 66128 --- 323704 3086460 2319519 580938 16513175 22500091 
transport 69517 9318 --- 5530 84365 7129 12232 309478 477374 
Cost of fees 0.03 0.00 0.00 9.89 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.01 
and 2215 0 ¢] 54677 56891 0 ie) 3529 60420 
equipment © 68677 9318 1702 5:30 85227 73197 12232 308385 479041 





a 


pBoldtace type denotes estimates based upon 1 O or fewer observations. 


This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 


because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 


Access fees are included in this category of costs. 
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Table A-9. Mean expenditures of resident West North Central hunters, by type of hunting and land ownership? 
Mean omeenes Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee total? Public 
Big Game: 
Total variable 61.61 222.78 69.51 135.62 78.10 127.38 147.20 74.38 
cost 6580643 2680256 333455 1044533 10063889 39155482 11466960 29663584 90349915 
106806 12031 4797 7702 128859 307383 77898 398791 912932 
Cost of food, 5.78 151.90 47.01 114.22 57.24 105.01 115.13 61.37 
lodging and 5034389 1827544 225488 928349 7422712 33055638 8968096 24615631 74063077 
transport 107615 12031 4797 8128 129668 314785 77898 401138 923489 
Cost of fees 0.43 4.30 0.00 20.89 1.31 1.56 1.70 0.23 
and 2 46333 51680 0 169807 169807 491457 132099 91426 884789 
equipment 107615 12031 4797 8128 129668 314751 77898 401541 923858 
Small Game: 
Total variable 53.44 53.60 47.91 187.46 53.09 140.37 149.82 75.25 
cost 9392211 1346017 808760 386751 11593974 63658159 13005927 62668476 151526536 
175737 25114 16881 2063 218396 453490 90812 832835 1595534 
Cost of food, 39.29 45.07 26.83 177.74 39.78 118.51 117.73 57.50 
lodging and 7103617 1131882 452909 551498 8930426 54546103 10691278 49115685 123283491 
transport 180816 25114 16881 3103 224515 460270 90812 854153 1629750 
Cost of fees 0.08 0.66 0.00 13.13 0.23 0.26 2.65 0.08 
and e 15399 16487 0 50829 52025 119382 241980 65696 479084 
equipment 184114 25114 17169 3872 228101 465863 91465 856206 1641635 
Migratory Birds: 
Total variable 40.03 247.58 10.81 268.90 101.07 104.89 187.76 66.38 
cost 2358844 4133224 68684 3738993 9536201 22303934 10174175 18200417 60214726 
58924 16694 6354 13905 94351 212649 54187 274189 635376 
Cost of food, 22.39 206.40 10.59 179.57 73.61 80.18 132.45 51.43 
lodging and 1319134 3602012 67291 2496886 7000673 17393748 7373882 14705112 46473415 
transport 58924 17452 6354 13905 95109 216933 55672 285945 653658 
Cost of fees 0.46 2.36 0.00 47.17 6.98 0.94 9.07 2.28 
and . 27027 41217 0 655912 669844 201878 504865 663450 2040037 
equipment 59243 17452 6916 13905 95990 215107 55672 291200 657968 
Other Animals: 
Total variable 29.64 32.05 30.39 eee 29.95 54.99 52.63 33.63 
cost 1704801 230716 192241 -<- 2127758 2842076 761823 6497691 12229349 
57516 7198 6325 --- 71039 51682 14475 193193 330389 
Cost of food, 28.14 30.81 26.93 -<- 28.31 50.61 38.96 32.52 
lodging and 1618721 221811 170303 coe 2010834 2651066 563986 6121617 11347503 
transport 57516 7198 6325 ooo 71039 52385 14475 194184 332083 
Cost of fees 0.00 0.00 0.00 --- 0.00 0.00 0.45 0.00 
and . 0 0 0 -<- 0 0 6468 0 6468 
equipment 5392 (7198 6325 coe 71915 54361 14475 196137 336888 





Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 


Access fees are included in this category of costs. 
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Table A-10. Mean annual cost of leasing or owning land, by primary purpose of lease and iand ownership, New Engl and® 














Mean Private Private 
Category sum and Total 

Number of hunters oom oeee Lease, Oun Public 

Primary Purpose: 

Hunting and Fishing? 302.05 155.99 20.00 494.49 
2223133 120677 12114 3205148 5561072 
7360 774 606 6482 15221 

Big game 311.96 76.99 20.00 534.94 
1974447 48440 12114 3175700 5210700 
6329 629 606 5937 13500 

Small game 548.72 75.00 --- 366.05 
1469770 28379 --- 1206009 2704157 
2679 378 --- 3295 6352 

Migratory birds --- 500.00 --- 629.71 
--- 72237 --- 980148 1052385 
--- 144 --- 1556 1701 

Other animals ooo --- --- 3000 . 00 
--- --- --- 284860 284860 
--- --- --- 95 95 

Other 1532.06 42.79 25.69 635.09 
50445306 37131 14337 4227808 54724583 
32927 868 558 6657 41009 

Type of Expense: 

Some costs as 2936.09 --- --- 2246.19 
business expense 16678660 --- --- 2529733 19298393 
5681 --- --- 1126 6807 

None of the costs 1037.36 96.15 22.73 405.69 
as business expense 36398513 157808 26451 4969480 41552252 
35088 1641 1164 12250 50142 





®poldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


Scolumns can not be summed accross all game categories because some land was leased or owned for multiple types of hunting. 














mn Table A-11. Mean annual cost of leasing or owning land, by primary purpose of lease and land ownership, Mid Atlantic? 
4 
oO Mean Private Private 
= Category sum and Total 
a Number of hunters Own Lenen Lense /Oun Public 
> = 
<— ; 
= Primary Purpose: 
=: Hunting and Fishing” 355.50 43.18 55.00 831.01 
ho 907 1420 510645 37523 47935711 57555300 
“~~ 25517 11826 682 57684 95709 
Big game 355.50 40.63 55.00 972.58 
907 1420 459839 37523 42814065 52382847 
25517 11318 682 44021 81539 
Small game 417.74 28.93 55.00 1238.84 
5361965 165710 37523 29514977 35080175 
12836 5728 682 23825 43071 
Migratory birds 899 62 18.67 55.00 589.80 
3621101 39355 37523 2807700 6505679 
4025 2108 682 4760 11576 
Other animals 899.62 18.67 --- 70.00 
9621101 39355 --- 95375 3755832 
4025 2108 --- 1363 7496 
Other 2376.74 1225.46 20.00 975.15 
154116827 8162540 29008 40735048 203043424 
64844 6661 1450 41773 114728 
Type of Expense: 
Some costs as 12729.23 --- --- 1531.78 
business expense 94249695 --- --- 14116562 108366259 
7409 --- --- 9216 16625 
None of the costs 819.60 469.15 31.20 826.17 
as business expense 65786481 8673185 66531 74554198 149080396 
80266 18487 2133 90241 191127 





“Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 
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was leased or owned for multiple types of hunting. 


Columns can not be summed accross all game categories because some land 
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Table A-12. Mean annual cost of leasing or owning land, by primary purpose of lease and land ownership, South Atlantic® 














Mean Private Private 
Category sum and Total 
Number of hunters oom Lease Lease/Own Public 
Primary Purpose: 
Hunting and Fishing? 1155.00 253.79 184.61 515.33 
157564037 81736564 13365546 171507860 424174008 
136419 322068 72398 332814 863698 
Big game 1270.02 108.15 164.21 581.74 
143597345 29165902 8986207 144850163 326599616 
113067 269688 54724 248994 686472 
Small game 1804.62 448.16 111.60 517.42 
121666595 61721464 3017246 74681662 261086966 
67420 137722 27036 144335 376512 
Migratory birds 619.87 605.33 167.13 304.73 
16247692 59489062 4873239 29169513 109779506 
26212 98276 29158 95723 249369 
Other animals 5353.71 82.32 $9.70 675.84 
77261536 2203225 698448 15468709 95631919 
14431 26765 7005 22888 71090 
Other 2638.98 1459.13 3241.71 3475.90 
1622653981 171876462 135352307 1113759406 3043642157 
614880 117794 41753 320423 1094850 
Type of Expense: 
Some costs as 5625.66 6085.65 7245.21 7933.19 
business expense 981711711 181219307 127029894 744819720 2034780631 
174506 29778 17533 93887 315704 
None of the costs 1381.90 176.14 224.47 1021.55 
as business expense 787054483 72471524 21687959 571678722 1452892689 
569543 411442 96618 559619 1637222 
®poldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


b 





Columns can not be summed accross all game categories because some land 


was leased or owned for multiple types of hunting. 
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Table A-13. Mean annual cost of 


leasing or owning land, by primary purpose of lease and land ownership, Pacific® 











co 
22 
cs 
Co Mean Private Private 
= Category sum and Total 
=> Number of hunters fon mee Lease/Own Public 
< 
= 
a Primary Purpose: 
= Hunting and Fishing --- 433.95 --- 629.51 
--- 4527602 --- 8061412 
--- 10433 --- 5614 16047 
Big game --- 170.00 --- --- 
--- 8282389 --- --- 828299 
--- 4872 --- --- 4872 
Small game --- 600.00 --- 7000.00 
2782761 --- 1528068 4321830 
--- 4655 --- 1529 6184 
Migratory birds --- 665.21 --- 490.81 
--- 3699304 --- 2004741 5704044 
--- 5561 --- 4085 9646 
Other animals --- --- --- 1000 . 00 
--- --- --- 1528069 1529069 
--- --- --- 1529 1529 
Other 1444.31 60.00 --- 1383.29 
7056298 70845 --- 23755542 30882685 
4886 1181 --- 17173 23239 
Type of Expense: 
Some costs as 2800.00 1000 .00 eco 1773.94 
business expense 6680183 906543 coe 10018127 17604852 
2386 907 coo §647 8940 
None of the costs 150. 46 344.79 coe 1007 .69 
as business expense 376115 3691905 coe 17271225 21335245 
2500 10708 coe 17139 30347 





®poldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


Bcolumns can not be summed accross all game categories because some land 





was leased or owned for multiple types of hunting. 
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Table A-14. 


Mean annual cost of leasing or owning land, 


by primary purpose of lease and land ownership, East South Central? 





Mean 








Private 
Category sump 

Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own 

Primary Purpose: 
Hunting and Fishing” 936.49 118.00 102.72 
15161405 2699222 1021215 
16190 22874 9942 
Big game 773.59 122.65 73.16 
9163852 2€71979 665321 
11846 21785 9095 
Small game 735.06 101.07 117.00 
6523249 1232767 471343 
8874 12198 4029 
Migratory birds 769.74 133.11 35.00 
5755389 1502507 56820 
7477 11288 1623 
Other animals 1357.91 50.00 --- 
5246969 237135 --- 
3864 4743 ees 
Other 1134.41 4589.18 187.80 
93133979 78267755 868975 
82099 17055 4627 

Type of Expense: 
Some costs as 2009.94 90000 00 --- 
business expense 43566739 74972630 --- 
21676 833 --- 
None of the costs 844.88 153.26 129.74 
as business expense 64728645 6107712 1890190 
76613 39852 14569 





Private 
and Total 
Public 
100.99 
2806873 21688715 
27792 76798 
93.90 
2519755 15020906 
26835 69560 
i50.75 
1609797 9837156 
10679 35779 
131.80 
1183884 8498599 
8982 29370 
302.99 
878302 6362406 
2899 11505 
2855.33 
75372409 247643117 
26397 130178 
7331.06 
57287066 175826434 
7814 30323 
457.12 
20874467 93601014 
45665 176699 





“Boldface type denotes estimates based 


Deolumns can not be summed accross all 


upon 10 or fewer observations. 





game categecries because some land was leased or owned for multiple types of hunting. 
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Table A-15. Mean annual cost of leasing or owning land, by primary purpose of lease and land ownership, West South Central? 








A400 1834 
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Columns can not be summed accross all game categories because some land 


67 


was leased or owned for multiple types of hunting. 


Mean Private Private 
“< Category sup and Total 
ca Number of hunters ann one Leena sien Public 
c.. Primary Purpose: 
oo 
-y Hunting and Fishing? 732.19 387.64 240.29 667.06 
11291997 64171879 9161384 27868174 112493433 
15422 165543 38127 41778 260870 
Big game 785.06 126.30 239.20 819.23 
7424668 17735355 5865792 22626816 53652631 
9457 140417 24523 27620 202017 
Small game 835.36 766.71 94.03 214.88 
7385903 53285768 1296262 3843895 65811828 
8842 69499 13785 17888 110014 
Migratory birds 1047.61 891.29 199.90 298.61 
5831077 51047527 4263304 5822951 66964860 
5566 57274 21327 19500 103668 
Other animals 600.00 98.60 63.19 262.90 
1847570 758114 138829 1220407 3964920 
3079 7688 2197 4642 17607 
Other 4386.59 762.97 1046.42 4971.16 
278947743 33829324 21014356 212788802 546580226 
63591 44339 20082 42805 170817 
Type of Expense: 
Some costs as 4080.72 4825.13 2342.45 12030.81 
business expense 96894798 67530244 17564345 189148499 371137886 
23745 13996 7498 15722 60960 
None of the costs 3414.84 153.72 248.69 748.01 
as business expense 184925860 30495896 12611396 51508477 279541628 
54154 198380 50711 68860 372105 
*Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 
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Table A-16. Mean annual cost 


of leasing or owning land, by primary purpose of lease and land ownership, Mountain? 





Mean 








Private Private 
Category sum and Total 
Number of hunters a= Lenee Lease/Own Public 
Primary Purpose: 
Hunting and Fishing 208 .22 290.23 150.00 469.06 
289878 243257 31327 4410173 4974635 
1392 838 209 9402 11841 
Big game 215.00 --- --- 513.99 
163986 --- --- 981275 1145261 
763 --- --- 1909 2672 
Small game --- --- --- 1277.54 
--- --- --- 3086574 3086574 
--- --- es 2416 2416 
Migratory birds 200.00 290.23 --- 169 .64 
125892 243257 --- 1115037 1484185 
629 838 a 6573 8040 
Other animals eDe eee eee eee 
Other 15497.03 884.57 13415.48 5042.83 
186253939 718107 1407 1664 135516799 336560509 
12019 812 1049 26873 40753 
Type of Expense: 
Some costs as 18454.32 1500.00 13415.48 7603.39 
business expense 155223391 6972980 1407 1664 83330223 253322569 
8411 465 1049 10960 20885 
None of the costs 6264.52 222.83 150.00 2235.64 
as business expense 31320426 264074 31327 56596748 88212575 
5000 1185 209 25316 31709 





“Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


Columns can not be summed accross all game categories because some land was leased or owned for multiple types of hunting. 
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Table A-17. Mean annual cost of leasing or owning land, by primary purpose of lease and land ownership, East North Central? 
Mean Private Private 
Category sum and Total 
Number of hunters fom ones Lease/Oun Public 
Primary Purpose: 
Hunting and Fishing? 2578.29 93.25 112.62 783.91 
92967672 1990076 339863 48416000 143713611 
36058 21341 3018 61763 122179 
Big game 2901.11 59.63 112.62 949.32 
92043351 420386 339863 45820550 138624150 
31727 7049 3018 48267 90061 
Smal: game 6047.48 76.47 --- 658.58 
75405563 960710 --- 23553392 99919664 
12469 12564 --- 35764 60797 
Migratory birds 153.21 144.41 --- 497.06 
847367 684244 --- 8851662 10383273 
5531 4738 --- 17808 28077 
Other animals 19216 .44 --- --- 771.80 
66545895 --- --- 5592932 72138827 
3463 --- --- 7247 10710 
Other 1852.79 868.18 2400.00 3027.07 
249891504 135 16379 3617023 291438058 558462965 
134873 15569 1507 96277 248226 
Type of Expense: 
Some costs as 4669.58 1756.35 --- 9498.32 
business expense 162562906 12748042 --- 206087366 381398314 
34813 7258 --- 21697 63769 
None of the costs 1337.86 93.03 874.46 1192.00 
as business expense 179453400 2758414 3956886 165002998 351171698 
134135 29652 4525 138425 306736 





SRoldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


Pcolumns can not be summed accross all game categories because some land was leased or owned for multiple types of hunting. 
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Table A-18. 


Mean annual cost of leasing or owning land, by primary purpose of lease and land ownership, West North Central® 














Mean Private Private 
Category sum and Total 
Number of hunters oun Lense Lease/Own Public 
Primary Purpose: 
Hunting and Fishing? 113.55 114.74 200.00 102.74 
1174770 575637 227727 4256113 6234247 
10346 5017 1139 41425 57926 
Big game 129.70 118.31 --- 105.59 
1103062 266285 --- 2405442 3774788 
8505 2251 --- 22782 33537 
Small game 234.55 99.05 200.00 136.85 
295278 183750 227727 2794269 3501024 
1259 1855 1139 20418 24671 
Migratory birds 30.00 134.914 --- 109.02 
44245 402741 --- 1897082 2344067 
1475 2985 --- 17401 21861 
Other animals --- --- --- 600.00 
Sted --- --- 1030405 1030405 
--- --- --- 1717 1717 
Other 4978.74 2724.52 5703.97 5812.16 | 
418311329 25902594 29206540 200742414 674162877 
84019 9507 5120 34538 133185 
Type of Expense: 
Some costs as 7447.15 5492.33 5703.97 3437.38 
business expense 353734554 23095651 29206540 60773794 466810540 
47499 4205 5120 17680 74505 
None of the costs 1437.00 327.80 200.00 2531.91 
as business expense 63321716 3382580 227727 144171094 211103117 
44065 10319 1139 56942 112465 
- Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 
on Columns can not be summed accross all game categories because some land was leased cr owned for multiple types of hunting. 
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Table A-19. Mean days of hunting and fishing for resident New England hunters, by land ownership® 











Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Busber of persons Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Days hunted 13.25 6.53 11.20 15.51 13.00 17.38 21.60 15.13 
755185 26121 14455 88067 883829 2958765 596886 3894563 
57003 4000 1291 5678 67972 170252 27638 257328 523189 
Days fished® 25.06 14.31 77.92 27.46 25.55 27.11 26.59 37.94 
1141073 28459 53364 124885 1347781 3905814 570784 8036085 
45530 1989 685 4548 52752 144051 21467 211805 430075 





Spoldface type denctes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


Drhis total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 


“only New England hunters who also fished are included in this category. 
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Table A-20. Mean days of hunting and fishing for resident Mid Atlantic hunters, by land ownership? 











Mean Private Private 
Category sup Public and Other Total 
Number of persons Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total” Public 
Days hunted 12.98 18.12 10.01 13.15 13.19 15.04 31.98 15.08 
2285113 320538 48503 327832 2796359 12620425 5864400 11318952 
176036 17687 4845 24925 212035 839200 183393 750541 1985170 
Days fished 15.79 41.40 80.00 15.31 18.93 34.94 25.21 32.75 
1306408 506122 54579 174754 1922755 19806159 2919073 13807951 
82738 12225 682 11414 101583 566873 115807 421601 1205865 





®Roldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


Drhis total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 


“only Mid Atlantic hunters who also fished are included in this category. 


“To 





ZL 








Table A-21. Mean days of hunting and fishing for resident South Atlantic hunters, by land ownership? 




















Mean Private Private 
Category sum a Public and Other Total 
Number of persons Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total” Public 
Days hunted 17.51 23.98 16.67 23.95 18.84 17.93 23.71 14.19 
22913252 10976112 2250080 6960308 39489711 106509381 29776196 86715569 
1308694 457655 135910 290631 2096025 5938656 1255643 6111703 15402028 
Days fishea® 19.74 21.03 22.50 29.66 21.03 29.59 27.70 25.68 
19486065 7348478 2458737 6346055 33531970 147956602 28597898 132294152 
987335 349363 109281 213934 1594699 4999539 1032256 5151737 12778232 











“Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


Drhis total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 


because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 


“only South Atlantic hunters who also fished are included in this category. 
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Table A-22. 


Mean days of hunting and fishing for resident Pacific hunters, by land ownership? 














Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of persons Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Days hunted 20.18 18.45 --- 17.79 18.47 13.59 22.60 12.12 
218312 214316 --- 487446 920074 9908282 2173506 4482709 
10817 11614 --- 27394 49825 728858 96173 369750 1244606 
Days fishea® 18.21 12.13 --- 35.83 22.70 24.27 29.06 23.39 
183915 140839 --- 458872 783726 15925525 2771613 8348996 
10098 11614 --- 12808 34520 656259 95371 356919 1143069 
“Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 
Drhis total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
“only Pacific hunters who also fished are included in this category. 
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Mean days of hunting and fishing for resident East South Central hunters, by land ownership? 











Table A-23. 
Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Wumber of persons Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Days hunted 20.70 38.58 19.81 22.09 23.42 25.55 28.93 16.28 
4139295 1801238 256514 659550 6601965 7663291 2798278 12379245 
199924 46693 12946 29856 281875 299931 96729 760314 1438849 
Days fished© 20.96 22.29 13.65 40.06 22.63 30.22 25.55 27.22 
3203816 844770 164545 1033428 5013739 7895667 2270202 18464117 
152859 37897 12058 25799 221584 261280 88866 678327 1250057 





*Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


Dohis total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 


“only East South Central hunters who also fished are included in this category. 
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Table A-24. 


Mean days of hunting and fishing for resident West South Central hunters, by land ownership® 














Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of persons Own Lease/Own Access Fee Total” Public 
Days hunted 21.06 15.83 18.25 19.41 19.81 27.02 11.60 

3661463 919572 1128601 9276728 10137208 3843729 11619994 

173866 58087 61840 477847 511737 142261 1002048 2133892 
Days fished® 21.70 22.67 29.07 21.84 27.86 26.30 23.46 

3609721 1185131 1327030 8767436 13121713 3119615 21515154 

166363 52269 45644 401491 470925 118615 917229 1908260 
*Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 
Drhis total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 


because hunters paying access fees to private land may 


also own or lease land. 


“only West South Central hunters who also fished are included in this category. 
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Mean days of hunting and fishing for resident Mountain hunters, by land ownership® 











Table A-25. 
Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of persons Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Days hunted 9.02 13.69 16.06 4.96 8.84 12.93 14.03 12.57 
274486 29849 20198 23912 334764 10802660 1137286 2744074 
30431 2180 1258 4817 37890 835267 81039 218367 1172564 
Days fished® 12.47 20.94 60.00 8.78 13.17 20.80 21.23 21.57 
220108 24810 20513 27141 290346 13689956 1388499 4025782 
17650 1185 342 30983 22047 658125 65401 186602 932174 





“Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


b 


“only Mountain hunters who also fished are included in this category. 
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This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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Table A-26. Mean days of hunting and fishing for resident East North Central hunters, by land ownership® 














Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of persons Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Days hunted 12.31 13.89 14.21 34.05 14.42 21.25 19.90 15.70 
3016648 452498 124945 1086826 4509836 25938097 5276634 16004533 
245133 32577 8792 31917 312767 1220637 265115 1019528 2818047 
Days fished® 15.94 23.19 51.99 32.83 17.62 36.95 30.56 27.78 
3075076 716371 165844 805533 4388595 39155492 6464318 23241270 
192927 30897 3190 24538 249014 1059655 211557 836526 2356752 





®Roldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


b 


“only East North Central hunters who also fished are included in this category. 


This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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Table A-27. Mean days of hunting and fishing for resident West North Central hunters, by land ownership? 











Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of persons Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total” Public 
Days hunted 15.10 22.16 14.93 11.07 15.46 19.14 23.56 13.32 

2611121 472922 208033 162667 3406262 12771570 3573035 10430533 

172969 21345 13931 14699 220350 667214 151652 783172 1822388 
Days fished 20.27 25.68 9.52 11.28 19.71 25.23 23.88 20.09 

2647961 471760 83889 128983 3284862 14138911 3039058 13626352 

130636 18370 8808 11431 166651 560500 127262 678406 1532819 





®Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


Drhis total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 


because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 


“only West North Central hunters who also fished are included in this category. 
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Table A-28. 


Days hunted on public land for resident New England hunters, by land type and game category 








Mean , 

Big Small Migratory Other a 
ae Game Game Birds Animals Total 
Federal land, e.g., 1.64 1.02 1.84 2.11 
national forests, 184608 116629 78045 40122 419403 
wildlife refuges 112324 114649 42367 18993 
State wildlife 0.84 2.40 1.84 21.39 
Management areas 94489 275214 78094 24645 472442 
or refuges 112324 114649 42367 18993 
Other state owned 1.79 3.29 2.41 2.41 
areas, e.g., parks 200912 376651 102169 45694 7125426 
and forests 112324 114649 42367 18993 
Locally owned 4.02 5.03 3.45 16.62 
areas 451376 576949 146141 315701 1490168 

112324 114649 42367 18993 

Uncertain types 0.88 0.74 0.59 1.14 
of public land 98871 85212 24852 21740 230675 

112324 114649 42367 18993 

Total o-- ooo ooo °-- 

1030255 1430656 429300 447903 





“total number of hunters was not meaningful because some hunted multiple species of game. 
reported are those primarily for hunting each specified game type. 
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Table A-29. Days hunted on public land for resident Mid Atlantic hunters, by land type and game category 





Mean 





Big small Migratory Other a 
Category sum Total 

Reman af hunsene Game Game Birds Animals 
Federal land, e.g., 0.74 0.92 1.36 1.37 

National forests, 645926 364594 159653 71858 1242032 
wildlife refuges 873855 398272 117379 52626 
State wildlife 1.92 2.14 1.97 2.05 

Management areas 1676430 850695 231325 107704 2866154 
or refuges 873855 398272 117379 52626 
Other state owned 2.46 2.67 1.33 0.63 

areas, e.g., parks 2151206 1063032 155984 33141 3403365 
and forests 873855 398272 117379 52626 
Locally owned 2.10 3.02 1.58 2.82 

areas 1833071 1202662 185916 148444 3370092 
873855 398272 117379 52626 
Uncertain types 0.64 0.66 0.65 0.12 

of public land 558021 262524 75829 6173 902548 
873855 398272 117379 52626 
Total --- --- --- --- 
6864655 3743508 808707 367321 





“total number of hunters was not meaningful because some hunted multiple species of game. 


reported are those primarily for hunting each specified game type. 
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Table A-30. Days hunted on public land for resident South Atlantic hunters, by land type and game category 








Mean 
Big Small Migratory Other a 

—aety Game Game Birds Animals Total 
Federal land, e.g., 3.30 2.38 1.71 3.75 
national forests, 15742952 8275200 2335948 1651214 28005313 
wildlife refuges 4767334 3472855 1368813 440139 
State wildlife 1.55 1.88 1.93 2.31 
Management areas 7371303 6545886 2638324 1015322 17570834 
or refuges 4767334 3472855 1368813 440139 
Other state owned 1.36 1.52 0.83 1.01 
areas, e.g., parks 6479843 5283263 1139493 445030 13347629 
and forests 4767334 3472855 1368813 440139 
Locally owned 1.74 3.24 2.42 §.23 
areas 8312553 11243328 3319052 2302780 25177714 

4767334 3472855 1368813 440139 
Uncertain types 0.61 0.90 0.76 1.68 
of public land 2922110 3129039 1041153 739838 7832140 

4767334 3472855 1368813 440139 
Total --- --- --- --- 

40828761 34476717 


10473970 


6154184 





“total number of hunters was not meaningful because some hunted multiple species of game. 
reported are those primarily for hunting each specified game type. 
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Days hunted on public land for resident Pacific hunters, by land type and game category 











Table A-31. 
Mean : 
Big Small Migratory Other a 
Category sum Total 
Bumber of hunters Game Game Birds Animals 
Federal land, e.g., 4.98 4.58 1.71 2.91 
national forests, 2801720 1695139 333555 175607 5006021 
wildlife refuges 562396 370221 194561 60350 
State wildlife 0.35 0.77 1.62 0.34 
Management areas 198331 285951 314342 20316 818939 
or refuges 562396 370221 194561 60350 
Other state owned 1.08 0.74 0.38 1.24 
areas, e.g., parks 607048 272471 74213 74611 1028343 
and forests 562396 370221 194561 60350 
Locally owned 1.12 3.08 3.20 2.36 
areas 629567 1138788 621966 142637 2532958 
562396 370221 194561 60350 
Uncertain types 0.53 1.25 0.32 1.01 
of public land 298996 461527 62717 61003 884243 
562396 370221 194561 60350 
Total --- --- --- --- 
4535662 3853876 1406793 474174 
The days 


“Total number of hunters was not meaningful because some hunted multiple species of game. 
reported are those primarily for hunting each specified game type. 
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Table A-32. 


Days hunted on public land for resident East South Central hunters, by land type and game category 








Mean 
Big Small Migratory Other a 
Category sum ; Total 
nemhes af hunters Game Game Birds Animals 
Federal land, e.g., 4.31 3.46 1.65 7.68 
national forests, 1133563 541691 110753 196648 1982656 
wildlife refuges 262982 156460 66937 25613 
State wildlife 1.80 2.20 2.06 5.13 
Management areas 472097 343493 138211 131268 1085070 
or refuges 262982 156460 66937 25613 
Other state owned 0.35 0.74 0.00 0.67 
areas, e.g., parks 92285 115254 8) 17041 224579 
and forests 262982 156460 66937 25613 
Locally owned 3.36 6.91 3.83 7.94 
areas 883763 1081312 256090 203494 2424659 
262982 156460 66937 25613 
Uncertain types 0.57 0.82 0.27 0.00 
of public land 149438 128701 18318 0 296457 
262982 156460 66937 25613 
Total --- --- --- --- 
2731147 2210451 523372 548451 





®total number of hunters was not meaningful because some hunted multiple species of game. The days 


reported are those primarily for hunting each specified game type. 
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Table A-33. Days hunted on public land for resident West South Central hunters, by land type and game category 








Mean 
Big Small Migratory Other a 
Category sum Total 
washer of hunters Game Game Birds Animals 
Federal land, e.g., 3.08 2.69 1.11 2.03 
National forests, 1133359 969073 170344 94458 2367235 
wildlife refuges 368145 360769 153954 46466 
State wildlife 1.70 1.84 2.47 2.23 
Management areas 625450 663650 379639 103600 1772340 
or refuges 368145 360769 153954 46466 
Other state owned 0.28 0.38 0.11 0.43 
areas, e.g., parks 104029 137040 17173 19791 278034 
and forests 368145 360769 153954 46466 
Locally owned 1.51 2.71 2.35 7.96 
areas 557538 977097 361885 369676 2266197 
368145 360769 153954 46466 
Uncertain types 0.54 0.80 1.64 3.91 
of public land 197577 286930 252179 181810 918496 
368145 360769 153954 46466 
Total --- --- --- --- 
2617953 3033791 769335 


1181221 





“Total number of hunters was not meaningful because some hunted multiple species of game. The days 
reported are those primarily for hunting each specified game type. 
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Table A-34. Days hunted on public land for resident Mountain hunters, by land type and game category 








Mean 
Big Small Migratory Other a 
Category sum Total 
Bumher of huaters Game Game Birds Animals 
Federal land, e.g., 5.09 3.84 2.71 5.16 
national forests, 3328906 1389864 473482 340010 5532263 
wildlife refuges 654318 361854 174649 65851 
State wildlife 0.27 1.06 1.13 0.99 
Management areas 178213 382667 197219 64902 823002 
or refuges 654318 361854 174649 65851 
Other state owned 0.42 1.07 1.33 0.41 
areas, e.g., parks 274749 388343 232759 27139 922990 
and forests 654318 361854 174649 65851 
Locally owned 0.39 1.27 1.62 2.77 
areas 255374 457850 282537 182141 1177902 
654318 361854 174649 65851 
Uncertain types 0.61 1.52 0.93 2.32 
of public land 400434 548534 163274 153062 1265305 
654318 361854 174649 65851 
Total --- --- -<-- oom 
4437677 3167258 1349272 767255 





“Total number of hunters was not meaningful because some hunted multiple species of game. The days 
reported are those primarily for hunting each specified game type. 
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Table A-35. Days hunted on public land for resident East North Central hunters, by land type and game category 








Mean 
Big Small Migratory Other a 
Category sum Total 
iamene a6 hunters Game Game Birds Animals 
Federal land, eé.g., 1.48 0.87 1.18 1.23 
national forests, 1338871 724824 300301 76189 2440186 
wildlife refuges 902859 836714 254740 61940 
State wildlife 1.40 2.07 1.65 2.09 
Management areas 1262859 173¢064 419645 129377 3547945 
or refuges 902859 836714 254740 61940 
Other state owned 2.41 2.64 1.54 1.98 
areas, e.g., parks 2177882 2207453 393266 122385 4990987 
and forests 902859 836714 254740 61940 
Locally owned 1.73 3.61 2.36 5.86 
areas 1562110 3024546 602294 362758 5551707 
902859 836714 254740 61940 
Uncertain types 0.75 0.80 0.68 1.72 
of public land 677631 671124 172038 106833 1627627 
902859 836714 254740 61940 
Total --- --- --- --- 
7019353 


8364012 


1887545 


797542 





“Total number of hunters was not meaningful because some hunted multiple species of game. The days 


reported are those primarily for hunting each specified game type. 
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Table A-36. Days hunted on public land for resident West North Central hunters, by land type and game category 








Mean . 

Big Small Migratory Other a 
ety Game Game Birds Animals Total 
Federal land, e.g., 2.92 1.89 1.71 3.74 
national forests, 1027900 966212 412355 228150 2634618 
wildlife refuges 352558 510480 241216 61049 
State wildlife 2.21 2.5 2.76 3.32 
Management areas 778055 1301425 666756 202492 2948728 
or refuges 352558 510480 241216 61049 
Other state owned 1.05 1.07 0.41 0.74 
areas, e.g., parks 369381 543800 98631 45403 1057215 
and forests 352358 510480 241216 61049 
Locally owned 1.50 2.95 1.73 4.02 
areas 529013 1503850 416367 245432 2694662 

352558 510480 241216 61049 
Uncertain types 0.75 0.95 0.95 0.89 
of public land 263368 487250 229794 54247 1034659 
352558 510480 241216 61049 
Total --- --- --- --- 
1823903 


2967718 


4802537 


775724 





“total number of hunters was not meaningful because some hunted multiple species of game. 
reported are those primarily for hunting each specified game type. 
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Table A-37. Number of years and age first hunted, by game type and land ownership, New Engl and® 














Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Big Game: . 
Age first 14.61 15.52 15.12 14.69 14.70 14.14 12.10 14.78 
hunted --- cee “re --- --- --- --- --- 
57092 4035 1291 7091 69330 111946 21514 271656 474446 
Number of 25.93 25.39 32.66 19.54 25.31 18.56 27.43 18.12 
years --- ooe °o- --- --- --- --- --- 
hunting 56548 4035 1291 7091 68786 112130 21514 271158 473588 
Small Game: 
Age first 13.93 14.87 21.55 14.99 14.10 13.68 12.10 14.51 
hunted --- °° °-- coe --- --- --- --- 
41020 3051 320 2865 47256 127479 15782 178575 369091 
Number of 23.42 21.55 9.22 24.83 23.29 17.03 23.23 16.76 
years --- cee eco coe --- --- --- --- 
hunting 40476 3051 320 2865 46712 127479 15782 177535 367507 
Migratory Bird: 
Age first 12.86 16.00 --- --- 13.18 14.11 10.57 14.83 
hunted --- eee --- --- --- --- --- --- 
14244 1611 Seed --- 15855 44457 6040 66163 132514 
Number of 20.57 22.30 --- --- 20.74 15.86 25.14 16.14 
years --- eee --- --- --- --- -<-- --- 
hunting 14244 1611 --- -<-- 15855 44457 6040 65791 132143 
Other Animals: 
Age first 13.32 12.00 --- --- 13.29 12.90 12.13 11.92 
hunted --- eee --- --- --- --- eco --- 
14168 374 --- --- 14541 23202 2895 44392 85031 
Number of 23.19 35.00 =a aaaeatieadl 23.49 18.49 20.87 16.87 
years --- cece --- --- --- --- eee --- 
hunting 14168 374 --- --- 14541 23202 2895 44392 85031 





“Boldface type denotes estimates based up »n 10 or fewer observations. 


Drhis total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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Table A-38. Number of years and age first hunted by game type and land ownership, Mid Atlantic? 











Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Big Game: 
Age first 14.92 15.45 13.02 23.14 15.85 14.86 14.80 15.91 
hunted --- --- coo cee --- --- --- --- 
162544 17469 4845 21408 196768 775160 171014 783484 1926426 
Number of 28.10 25.75 28.38 19.42 26.82 17.70 28.94 15.62 
years --- --- eee eee --- --- “= --- 
hunting 162544 17469 4845 21408 196768 775160 171014 779699 1922642 
Small Game: 
Age first 14.14 13.69 13.47 12.35 14.09 15.21 14.99 14.76 
hunted --- --- eco eee --- --- --- --- 
196803 19578 6694 7000 225874 411045 51859 678195 1366973 
Number of 28.33 25.96 31.09 23.28 28.10 15.99 25.92 16.00 
years --- --- --- co --- --- --- --- 
hunting 196803 19578 6694 7000 225874 411045 51859 678195 1366973 
Migratory Bird: 
Age first 14.55 15.90 12.00 12.90 14.74 14.53 15.59 14.60 
hunted --- eee eco eee --- --- --- --- 
39173 11764 682 3405 53176 106635 24775 175722 360308 
Number of 12.37 26.24 43.00 24.92 16.05 18.45 18.15 13.02 
years --- --- --- --- eee ese eee ane 
hunting 39173 11764 682 3405 53176 106635 24775 175722 360308 
Other Animals: 
Age first 13.88 17.07 12.00 --- 14.02 12.86 14.75 14.77 
hunted --- eee cee --- --- --- eee --- 
92033 5100 1474 --- 98607 46282 10327 225800 381015 
Number of 24.01 20.83 33.00 --- 23.98 18.42 23.64 14.67 
years --- eee eee --- --- “<= eee --- 
hunting 92033 5100 14741 --- 98607 46282 10327 225800 381015 





Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


“This total is not egual to the sum of the private land columns 


because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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Table A-39. Number of years and age first hunted, by game type and land ownership, South Atlantic? 











Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Nusber of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee total? Public 
Big Game: 
Age first 13.11 12.84 12.20 13.72 13.14 13.60 12.58 13.57 
hunted --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
1026460 428035 118724 222371 1708270 4597747 924829 4521068 11751914 
Number of 26.64 23.66 27.92 20.05 25.17 19.02 24.62 17.15 
years --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
hunting 1008695 427202 118724 220617 1687919 4596320 919931 4496291 11700461 
Small Game: 
Age first 12.22 11.61 10.64 12.89 12.05 13.05 12.00 12.88 
hunted --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
1359183 404746 146776 116549 2009294 3475490 583120 6220675 12288579 
Number of 27.23 22.75 28.18 18.08 25.87 17.78 23.70 17.35 
years --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
hunting 1356893 403913 142556 116549 2001951 3468058 577723 6178060 12225793 
Migratory Bird: 
Age firsst 10.94 11.94 10.27 12.61 11.39 12.24 12.08 12.41 
hunted --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
484625 292270 89653 122766 957670 1387139 282335 2654057 5281200 
Number of 24.52 22.52 26.69 19.45 23.46 18.21 21.26 16.55 
years --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
hunting 464625 291437 85433 122766 952617 1386446 281658 2636854 5257574 
Other Animals: 
Age first 11.98 10.92 8.95 8.66 11.42 11.65 10.44 11.94 
hunted --- --- --- cco --- --- --- --- 
409717 89964 55796 16191 571036 465843 85244 1499444 2621567 
Number of 25.15 19.60 27.48 17.40 24.28 17.23 23.69 16.58 
years --- --- --- eee --- --- --- --- 
hunting 409858 89964 51576 16191 566958 461992 81644 1491849 2602443 





®poldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


b 


This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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T le A-40. Number of years and age first hunted, by game type and land ownership, Pacific® 
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Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total” Public 
Big Game: 
Age first 17.70 9.65 --- --- 14.21 13.77 12.28 14.25 
hunted dade coe --- --- oe --- --- --- 
8871 6793 --- --- 15664 617306 65128 240448 938546 
Number of 18.05 30.93 --- --- 23.64 20.13 21.86 18.08 
years ee eee --- --- eee --- --- --- 
hunting 8871 6793 --- --- 15664 617306 65128 236654 934752 
Small Game: 
Age first 11.54 16.07 --- 15.76 13.82 13.21 9.13 12.90 
hunted --- eco --- eee --- --- --- --- 
34047 10699 --- 27702 72448 394817 32458 404152 903875 
Number of 22.15 17.41 --- 10.39 16.95 16.31 20.66 16.81 
years --- eee --- eee --- --- --- --- 
hunting 34047 10699 --- 27702 72448 394817 32458 398011 897733 
Migratory Bird: 
Age first 9.83 8.88 15.00 17.69 14.24 12.31 10.30 13.77 
hunted eee eee eee eee --- --- --- --- 
13874 8536 1840 26877 49333 227574 30057 326180 633144 
Number of 25.35 28.43 30.00 13.90 19.87 19.71 17.98 17.77 
years oe --- --- --- o<- as eee eee 
hunting 13874 8536 1840 26877 49333 227574 30057 322467 629451 
Other Animals: 
Age first 9.82 11.94 --- 7.00 9.50 12.00 11.39 11.35 
hunted eee eee -<-- eee ooo ooo cco oo- 
7823 999 --- 1986 10808 58290 3550 42664 115312 
Number of 30.92 29.49 --- 14.00 27.68 14.73 13.12 24.37 
years eee eee ooo eee ooo cco eee coo 
hunting 7823 999 --- 1986 10808 58290 3550 42664 115312 
®Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 
Orhis total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 


because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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Table A-41. Number of years and age first hunted, by game type and land ownership, East South Central? 











Mean Private Private 
Catezory sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Big Game: 
Age first 10.79 11.90 12.31 11.85 11.27 12.15 10.40 11.78 
hunted --- Sees --- --- --- --- --- --- 
129408 44855 16063 19811 203620 238643 74768 466195 983225 
Number of 26.91 24.29 32.25 24.40 26.37 18.80 24.95 18.05 
years -<-- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
hunting 129408 44855 16063 18057 201866 238643 74768 466195 981471 
Small Game: 
Age first 11.49 10.81 13.66 11.60 11.50 12.27 9.75 12.04 
hunted --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
199435 46850 13844 9009 267894 146428 40742 849575 1304638 
Number of 28.95 22.53 25.56 23.83 27.52 19.96 26.20 18.37 
years --- --- --- coe --- --- --- --- 
hunting 200253 46850 13844 9009 266712 146428 37142 845998 1298280 
Migratory Bird: 
Age first 9.71 10.58 $.39 10.53 9.97 11.58 9.73 11.41 
hunted --- --- coe --- --- --- --- --- 
83576 39208 10156 16968 145352 56085 17322 356067 574826 
Number of 27.84 22.09 27.76 17.51 25.36 16.24 25.42 16.34 
years --- --- eee --- --- --- --- --- 
hunting 83576 39208 10156 16968 145352 56085 17322 354244 573002 
Other Animals: 
Age first 9.71 8.72 7.84 --- 9,38 11.40 8.25 11.63 
hunted --- --- eco --- --- --- cco --- 
46079 12276 4778 --- 63132 29386 11584 150928 255030 
Number of 26.47 26.30 22.48 --- 26.14 19.52 27.35 16.91 
years -<-- -<-- ece --- ooo ooo eee << 
hunting 46898 12276 4778 --- 63951 29386 7983 151897 253217 





®Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observacions. 
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This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 


because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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Table A-42. Number of years and age first hunted, by game type and land ownership, West South Central® 
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Mean | Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Big Game: 
Age first 11.19 12.89 11.40 11.35 12.20 11.48 10.98 12.11 
hunted --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
148195 214211 53405 58691 440538 323781 89773 740026 1594118 
Number of 25.16 22.36 26.42 21.40 23.53 21.48 24.11 18.53 
years °-- --- “<= --- --- --- “<= --- 
hunting 146924 213378 53405 58691 438435 323781 84876 733957 1581049 
Small Game: 
Age first 10.80 11.13 9.39 19.13 10.86 12.20 10.67 11.57 
hunted --- --- --- --- eee pine on ante 
194980 176788 64937 7240 443944 362248 76673 980635 1863500 
Number cf 27.62 24.02 28.61 20.21 26.19 18.55 24.08 18.78 
years °-- --- “<= eee “<= --- --- --- 
hunting 193709 175955 60717 7240 437621 362248 74877 960466 1835212 
Migratory Bird: 
Age first 10.12 11.68 10.29 9.56 10.88 11.25 12.27 11.73 
hunted --- --- --- eee --- --- --- --- 
97821 147617 48966 15959 304480 175560 31132 570564 1081736 
Number of 24.33 22.03 26.69 22.96 23.41 18.42 21.75 17.87 
years --- --- --- eee --- --- --- --- 
hunting 97821 146784 44747 15959 299427 175560 30454 565135 1070577 
Other Animals: 
Age first 12.31 9.80 7.17 --- 10.23 10.14 9.63 10.17 
hunted eee ooo cco co --- “<2 eee oo 
48547 28696 28865 --- 106108 54601 9045 227453 397207 
Number of 20.31 20.94 32.35 --- 23.42 20.64 22.39 16.97 
years <-- ce ooo +<- --- “c= eee --- 
hunting 47870 28696 24646 --- 101211 54601 9045 223394 388251 





“Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 
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This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 


because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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Taole A-43. Number of years and age first hunted, by game type and land ownership, Mountain® 
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Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Big Game: 
Age first 12.37 16.55 11.78 15.27 12.97 14.07 11.64 14.74 
hunted --- --- --- --- eee ase eae oan 
16570 530 685 3869 21654 725363 63307 176708 987033 
Number of 26.94 33.55 32.51 17.41 25.56 17.97 23.38 15.48 
years --- --- --- --- eee eee one oo 
hunting 16300 530 685 3869 21383 725845 63307 174597 985134 
Small Game: 
Age first 11.05 13.69 7.76 11.53 11.34 12.38 11.07 13.14 
hunted ae died eee --- --- --- --- --- 
28889 4061 2636 7365 41753 414560 31037 246897 734247 
Number of 23.52 15.28 28.97 20.93 22.55 18.94 25.60 16.40 
years saad eee eee --- --- --- --- --- 
hunting 28619 4061 2636 7365 41482 414346 31037 246714 733579 
Migratory Bird: 
Age first 10.87 14.16 7.06 19.19 11.15 12.37 10.50 12.03 
hunted --- eee eee eee --- --- --- --- 
19483 3852 2214 3568 26362 202097 16447 146533 391459 
Number of 23.29 22.53 26.22 15.46 23.14 17.80 24.20 17.55 
years --- --- --- --- eee eee eee eee 
hunting 19483 3852 2214 3568 26382 201750 16447 145284 389863 
Other Animals: 
Age first 10.79 21.45 14.86 12.00 13.17 11.31 8.88 12.26 
hunted “-- eee eee eee --- --- --- --- 
10952 2624 2642 113 16331 83924 6813 66096 173164 
Number of 19.23 8.46 17.74 6.00 17.17 18.38 23.70 12.90 
years --- o-- --- --- — eee ece eee 
hunting 10952 2624 2642 113 16331 83924 6813 66096 173164 
*Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 
Drhis total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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Table A-44. Number of years and age first hunted, by game type and land ownership, East North Central? 

















Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Big Game: 
Age first 13.76 11.71 16.28 12.58 13.62 14.24 13.81 13.73 
hunted --- eee dad --- --- --- --- --- 
202296 17783 9447 21293 245168 861355 178088 769058 2053668 
Number of 27.34 27.42 31.83 20.35 26.82 18.69 25.39 16.25 
years --- eee 2e0 --- --- --- --- --- 
hunting 201355 17783 9447 21293 244227 863464 178088 765664 2051443 
Small Game: 
Age first 13.03 9.51 12.32 12.52 12.52 13.30 12.99 13.37 
hunted --- --- eee 2ee --- --- --- --- 
236909 39958 4750 17054 298671 803544 152535 1022345 2277096 
Number of 29.65 20.12 21.25 16.39 27.48 17.39 25.17 16.22 
years --- --- eee eee --- --- --- --- 
hunting 236909 39958 4750 17054 298671 798751 152535 1019607 2269565 
Migratory Bird: 
Age first 12.27 12.28 --- 12.94 12.32 12.44 14.56 11.94 
hunted setae eee --- eee --- --- --- --- 
42691 10872 --- 10503 63058 238244 62304 218787 582392 
Number of 24.67 30.74 --- 16.49 24.30 18.64 18.53 14.44 
years o-- eee --- eee --- --- --- -- 
hunting 42691 10872 ae 10503 63058 238244 62304 218787 582392 
Other Animals: 
Age first 11.47 9.38 12.00 11.48 11.26 11.74 11.19 11.68 
hunted -<-- eee eee eco --- --- eee --- 
71242 9318 1702 5530 87792 73197 12232 315372 488594 
Number of 30.13 16.10 18.00 15.26 27.47 15.54 24.06 15.87 
years ese see ose ose ese eee eee eee 
hunting 71242 9318 1702 5530 87792 69230 12232 315372 484627 





®poldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 


b 


This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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Table A-45. Number of years and age first hunted, by game type and land ownership, West North Central? 











Mean Private Private 
Category sum Public and Other Total 
Number of hunters Own Lease Lease/Own Access Fee Total? Public 
Big Game: 
Age first 11.92 11.47 9.46 12.13 11.86 12.60 11.41 12.54 
hunted --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
107615 12031 4797 8128 129668 315680 77898 402137 925383 
Number of 28.13 25.68 21.18 20.15 26.97 19.76 20.71 17.23 
years --- --- --- eee --- --- --- --- 
hunting 107469 12031 4797 8128 129522 315680 77898 400075 923175 
Small Game: 
Age first 11.87 12.21 §.93 8.36 11.74 11.88 11.28 12.75 
hunted --- --- e-- --- --- --- --- -- 
184114 25114 17169 3872 228101 465888 91465 862.29 1648183 
Number of 27.20 19.59 22.88 25.92 25.95 18.27 20.79 16.63 
years --- --- eco --- --- --- --- --- 
hunting 183091 25114 17169 3872 227077 465426 91465 863127 1647096 
Migratory Bird: 
Age first 11.03 11.16 10.09 11.05 11.02 11.19 10.82 12.66 
hunted --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
59243 17452 6916 13905 95990 216799 55672 292702 661162 
Number of 28.37 22.49 18.30 25.63 25.96 17.79 22.95 16.32 
years --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
hunting 59243 17452 6916 13905 95990 216337 55672 292702 660700 
Other Animals: 
Age first 10.83 11.62 9.67 --- 10.82 11.20 10.41 11.61 
hunted --- --- --- --- Sted --- --- --- 
58392 9084 6325 --- 73801 55064 14475 196340 339680 
years --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
hunting 58392 9084 6325 --- 73801 55064 14475 195878 339218 





“Boldface type denotes estimates based upon 10 or fewer observations. 
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This total is not equal to the sum of the private land columns 
because hunters paying access fees to private land may also own or lease land. 
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